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ABSTRACT . -

- RS

s ’ This, report describes the evaluation plan for the 1973-74 a
. ]f scale field test of the Comprehension element of the Wisconiin esign
for Reading Skill Development and prese&ﬁs results for the
test objectives investigated.
) The field test was condpcted in ten elementary(xPG) sc
in Wisconsin and one in Colotrado. Eight of the schools were 1 ated n
‘small-city and suburban area ‘where reading achievement is typi y at
_ or above .grade level (site type A), while the remainin‘ two were urban
schools where reading achievement is typically below grade leveléxsite
type B), Site differences also included school ordganization, whether
multiunit or conventional, and the number of Design elements being
implemented ‘at that time.
'Field test objectivkes:-l to 3 perta1ned to produ
on the whole, were positive:. BN

'?:usability, resufts,

‘;‘

1. Product 1mp1ementatlon--attalnment of the ten developer-stated
requisites for effective implementation Wyas' generally satisfactory in -
the site type A schools for all requisite} and in the site type B schools
fior eight of the requisites. L r :

2.5 Product feasibility~~school staff of both site types con31dered
the-product a viable program. for element schools.

3., Product def1cienc1es--school staff members . 1dentified errors,
omissions, and confuslons in the product s materials. "g& T

Objectlves 4 to 8~Were concerned with product effectiveness. N
Measurement employed both program-embedded and standardized tests. The
evaluation deslgn for objectives 4 and 5 utilized a cross-settional
comparison of the performancegof learners of the same age/grade level in
the field tegt sites in djfferent academic years--immediately 'prior to
product installation (Fall 1973, preimplementation group) ‘and near- the

g end of the first year of implementation (Fall 1974, implementation

group) . Each age/grade legvel preimplementation group served as the :
control for the group of learners at the same age/grade leVel one year
,later. " Longitudinal comparlsons were also made with the standardlzed

~ measures. A
Results for objectlves 4 to 8 are reported according to site type:

¥

4. Cross -sectional comparatlve performance-—program-embedded
tests--comparlsons were positive for 22 of the 28 Design objectives
assessed in the site type A schools and for 21 of the 29 objectyves'
assessed in the site type B ;chools.

. .
° . -

ix
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5. Cross-sectional comparative performance--standardized reading =
' aqhievement-testé--qpinsu aw score means occurred at all grade levels
tested in the site type A schopls and at four of five grade levels '
tested in the site B schools. *° - '
v 6. Longitudimal comparative performante of'individual-students--
standardized readihg achievement tests--across three grade level com- °
parksons for the site type A schobls,315.4% of the students experienced
a 'loss in grade equivalent, 5.4% experienced no change in grade equi-
valent scores, 27.9% a gain from a month to a yeay, and 51.3% a gain of
1.1 or better.  Across two grade level comparisons ‘the site tyﬁE"
‘schools, 23.2% of the students experienced a loss in g gde.eQuivaLent,
7.2% erienced no-change grade equivalent scores, 33.3% a gain from
a montk to dar, and 36.2§§a gain of 1.1 or better. .
: erceht masters afwér skill instruction--the
cent maste across all of "the Design'ComprehensiOp skills .was 71.9% for
the site type A skhools and 60.3% for the site type B sch 14, _

8. Skill retention--the over§ll retention [rate for ski1ls mastered
at break-in testing or after instruction was 85.8% for the site type‘A
schools and 77.2% for the §ite type B schools. - - "

o ’ l/ *




2l . I
THE PRODUCT

OVERVIEW A i .

& ' .

The Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Development (Design) is an
objective-baged system that provides both structure and substance for an

~ elementary school reading program, kindergarten.;hrough grade six.- The
Design provides the basis for a skill-oriented approach to the ‘teaching

of reading and is based on the assumption that if learners master essen- .

tial subskills, they will be successful readers. The four major Design

4 components are (1) skills and objectives; (2) assessment materyals; (3)

instructional resources; and (4) mnnagement_techniques-and matarials.

Skills and Objectives.
Y " S D

The structure of the Design is provided by its outline of Reading
Skills (Otto & Askov, 1974), a scope and sequence description of what
the developers believe to be essential reading skills for the elementary
school. The skills are grouped into six main areas: Word Attack, Com-
prehension, Study Skills, Self-Directed Reading, Interpretive Reading,
and Creative Reading. Each area is subdivided into levels that corre-
spond roughly to grade levels as shown in Table 1. .

An instructional objective has been developed for each skill--45
objectives for Word Attack, 36 for Comprehension, 71 for Study Skills,
15 for Self-Directed Reading, 18 for Interpretive Reading, and 14 for
Creative Reading. Two types of instructional objectives have been
developed for the-six Design skill areas. There are behavioral, or,
prescriptive, obje:ﬁiVes for the Word Attack, Comprehension, and Study
Skills areas; and re are expressive, or descri tive, objectibes for
‘the Self-Directed, Interpretive, and Creative Reading areas. A prescrip-
tive objective specifies what a child is to dd*to attain mastery of the
skill; it is written at a mid-level of specificity and assumes an 80%
criterion for mastery. The expressive objectives are quite different in
that they are mainly descriptions of activities that are judged to be
relevant to the development of skills in the Self-Directed, Interpre-
tive, and Creative Reading areas. Expressive objectives permit focus on
the important aspects of reading instruction for which there are intended,
yet unassessable, results. ) ., -

A terminal objective has been stated for the Word Attack, Compre-
hension, and Study Skills elements (see the respective ggacher's planning

o

13




- ; TABLE 1

~

-

. DESIGN SKILLS BY AREA AND BY TRADITIONAL GRADE LEVEL

<

Skill area - . K T 2 3 4 5 '6
Word Attack ii : A s c. o = -
Cgmp}ehénsion _ ‘A | B c D :E - ‘F | G
Study skills A B . ¢ D B, F G A
Self-Directed Reading ¢ A-C » D-E - F-G
,Ihterpretive Reading €— A-C —_— | D-E | . F-G
" Creative Re&ding ' &~ A-C ;——9 D-E F-G

= \

»

guides for the terminal objectives of wWord Attack and Stddy Skills):
The terminal objective states the student putcome expectations once all
of the instructional objectives have been mastered.

' 7 &

Assessment Materials , -

Criterion-referenced assessment materials have been developed to
assess the behavioral objectives in the Word Attack, Comprehehsion, and
Study Skills areas. There is a_test to assess each .objective. The
Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development (WTRSD) and performance
tests comprise the formal assessment compoqknt. The WTRSD are paper-
and-peﬁcil tests which can be group administered and scored either by
hand or by computer. They are available in two parallel’ forms and in’
either hand-scorable; single-sheet format (for a single objective)
or machine-scorable, booklet format (for all the objectives at a given
level). Typically, the booklets are used for break-in testing to find
the students' initial instructional levels, and the single-sheet tests
‘are used after skill i ction” to assess individual attainment of
criterion performgmce. erformance tests, developed for the behavioral
objectives that cannot be assesged by writtém means, are individually
administered and require oral and/or motor responses. Manuals for test-
administrators are a part of the assessment materials.

Informal assessment exerc&ses. called Guides.to Informal Individual
Skill Observation (Otto & Askov, 1974), are also available for the Word
Attack skills. The §uides provide directions for observing learner
‘behavior. They are criterion-referenced in the same sense that the

14




" WIRSD and the performance tests are; thHey are designed to sample criterio?
behaviors that are prescribed by objectiv{p In practice, these guides
serve as supplemqnts to the formal tests.t Where the formal tests bring
objectivity and reliability to the assessment process, the informal
guides offer flexibility and, in some Lﬁstances, a different way to-
observe a skill. ﬁg?

In the Self-Directed, Interpret e, and Creative Reading areas
there aré no criterion-referenced a ég,sessment materials. Instead,
* teachers are urged to plan systema exposure of each learner to all of

“the skills and relategd-/activities. over relatively long time periods and .

" to observe and judge performance in view of the general descriptive
statement. Since mastery, per se, is not the goal, the evaluative task
involves informal observations/upon what-has been produced as the learneq'
is exposed to a skill. of ~

;_I ) . \

Instfhctional Resources

‘ Bdcause a vast array of commercially-published materials . is
already available for teaching most of the essential skills, the Design
includes a component called the teacher's resource file, which is a means
for organizing existing materials and activities. There is a teacher's
resource file. for thh skill area which has behavioral objectives--Word
Attack,“Comprehension, and Study Skills. Within each file, materials
and activities are 1dentified and organized by objective. On the inside-
of each file folder are printed the behavioral objective for a particular
skill and a list of commercially-published printed, audiovisual, and
multimedia materials that are useful in teaching the skill. The commercial
materials listed represent only a-limited sampling of the vast array of
materials available. Teacher-directed activities are 'provided as inserts
to each folder and are intended as guides in planning skill instruction.
Thus, in each file there is a collection of materials and activities
appropriate for teaching the criterion behavior(s) prescribed by each
objective. The collection is viewed as a "starter set" to which teachers
are expected to add whatever local rescurces they judge to be relevant
to the objectives and to the needs of their pupils.

There is a single teacher's resource file for the Self-Directed,
Interpretive, and Creative Reading areas. Its organization is similar
to that of the files for the other areas, with a specific folder for )
each skill strand at each level. The main difference is at the material
related to each skill is organized to provide breadth of exposure rather
than mastery of prescribed criterion behavior. The teacher's task in
Self-Directed, Interpretive, and Creative Reading. is to give learners
opportunities to develop the. " skil¥s through situations in which they
bring to bear personal meanings and-express their 1ndiv1dua11ty.

Management Techniques and Materials

Three components of the Design are directed specifically at pro-
viding assistance-with its management and implementation. The Rationale
and Guidelines (Otto & Askov, 1974), which describes all six skill areas
of the Design, provides a rationale for the.development of the Design

15
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, F : : . oL
and guidelines for its implementation. There are separate teacher's
planning guides for Word Attack, "for comprehension, and for Study Skills,
ahd one guidé-fgr Self-Directed, Interpnbtive, and Creéative Reqding; ) .
. The planning guides include:tﬁe specific information teachers need to
implement an objectiverbased approach to each skill area. Taken to-
gether, the Rationale. and.Guidelines and the teacher's planning guides
' provide the practical assistance that will enable a school staff to plan
. and carry out the assessment, grouping, scheduling, and record keeping
that is required for successful implementation. ‘ - .
a ; * A final management component is the profile card.” Profile cards -
are provided in Word Attack, Comprehension,¥2nd Study Skills for keeping.
a current recoid. of eah individual learner's skill development status.
On.the Comprehension p:éfile card, for example, all of the Design compre-~
;/;\J hension skills are 1isthd by level; a corresponding hole by each skill/ -
; is notched open when the learner achieves mastery of that skill. Wwhen -
current, the profile card shows which behavidral objectives a learner
has and has not attained at a given time. The- one record card for Self-
Directed, Interpretive, and Creative Reading is designed for recording
. the number of exposures a-learner has had to each of the descriptive
. objectives. . -
In summary, the Design, with its four major components--skills and
objectives, assessmengtgzterials, instructional resources, and manage-

ment techniques and mrierials--is a model for focused reading instruc-
tion. The Design is conceptualized to identify essential skills, specify
these skills with objectives, assess grpners’ skill development, organize
instructional materials and procedur nage instruction, and monitor
learners' progress. The Rationdle and delines (Otto & Askov,tb974)‘
should be c9nsu1ted for a complete description of the program.

The Design has been under development since 1967; during this
period it has undergone revisions based upon information gathered from
content and measurement experts, teachers, evaluators, and several field
tryouts. A large-scale field tryout of the Word Attack element was
conducted in 1970-72, and of the Study Skills element in 1971-73. A

pilot test of the Self-Directed, Interpretive, and Creative Reading
elements occurred in 1972-73. All elements except Comprehension are now
available in commercial edition. 4 ‘

The Design provides-a framework for an effective skill development
program in reading, and this framework is compatible with the program of
the Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning,
Individually Guided Education (IGE). IGE is a comprehensive alternative
form of schooling. Built from research findings and actual tryouts in
school settings, IGE provides an educational experience for each child
which takes into account what he already knows, how rapidly he learns,
and how he goes about learning. To help schools achieve this goal, IGE
provides for changes in the total educational system.:

The Instructional Programing Model (IPM), perhaps the most crucial
element of IGE, helps schools focus on individual needs. The IPM pro-
vides a framework for setting educational objectives; selecting a range
of specific instructional objectives; assessing learners' performance;
‘setting objectives for each learner; planning and implementing instruc-
tion via activities, materials and media, and time, space, and equip-
ment; and reassessing learners' attaimment of objectives. The prin-

16




v . .
ciples of the IPM are embodled .in the Design. Implementation of IGE
through use of the Design ‘involves assessing each learner s skill develop-
ment, grouping learners who need %o develop the same skill or config- /
juration of skills, providing-individual assistance as necessary within’ -
each group to take into account differences in rate and style of learnihg,
providing for' independent activity or study, reassessing, and regrouping P
as some learners develop the configuration of skills, or part of them,
and others do not.\ The four major components of the Design, previously :
described, facilitate igp%fmentation of. the Instructional Programing
Model element of IGEJ

- : J ‘
’ ! - . ‘ N h «
, OBJECTIVES FGR THE: COMPREHENSION ELEMENT LT
- fil -_: Thirty—six Comprehension skills wexe identified after a' careful

_ survey of the professional literature, assessment ‘and. instructional
. materials, and standardized tests.- in the area of comprehension. -Two
’ basic assumptions distinguish the Design's model of Comprehension from
other models. -First; the developers found it necessary to distingujish
between skills requiring converyent thinking and those requiring ai
vergent thinking. The Design Comprehension model deals only with those
skills which require convergent thinking,-i.e., there are right and °
wrong answers. Skills that encourage divergent thinking are appropri-
" ately placed 'in the Design's Interpretive and Creative Reading areas
where the descriptive objectives allow more latitude in responses.
. Divergent thinking offers no right or. wrong answers; it involves
" questions which have answers that are open to interpreﬁi;ion.

e The second distrhction between the Design model a that offered in
traditional materials occurs in the treatment of inferential thinking.

- Many programs offer a skill commonly referred to as "Inferential Thinking.'
The developers, however, found that ‘inferential thinking cuts across all
skills and levels. In the Design, therefore, inferential skills are not
treated independently but are embodied in separate skills, e.g., inferring
the main idea, 1nferr1ng an outcome, etc.

-»

specific Objectives | j ‘ o/

The Comprehension objectives are organized by strand and by level.
Each strand includes related skills which recur at higher levels with
more complex behavior expected at each successive level. The skill
levels correspond generally to the grade levels shown in Table 1. Ther,
are six strands and seven levels. The matrix of skills for each strand.
and level is shown in Table 2. Some of the strands have more than on
skill at a particular level. For example, there are two reasoning
skills at each of Levels A, F, and G. Also, there is not always a s i1l
for each strand at each level. For example, there are no Detail skills
at Levels A and G; Context skills occur only at Levels D, E, and Gy The
levels are arranged in sequence. Within a level, however, there is no.
hierarchy of skills. The skill number designations shown in Table¢ 2 are

17 | : .
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, o . TABLE 2
v ) MATRIX OE‘ COMPREHENSION SKILL NUMBERS -
* . . " -:. " BY STRAND AND LEVEL ° - .
- . A . <.
- : S :
: - - ‘- ‘ . n . e G; - Level ‘- ) ., - i . ..
* S : A. B ' C D E < F ' G - O
.;,,iléggy" N S - T -
, ' Main Idea = 1. 1 1 ‘11 1 , -
L } . < ) ). . ) “. P
Sequerice 2 2 2 2 - 272~ 1
. Reasoning ~~ 3 . 3 3 3. 3 3 2y -
£ " : ' 4 - 4 .3
* ' Detail L 4 4 4 4 57 -
' A ) s ) 5 5~ ‘ g ’ ,\ .
, Context - - - 6 5 - a4
o o " Affixes . - - - - 6 - 6 .5
_ for reference purposes only; they are-a c3nvenience for school personnel
gg' since teachers usually deal with skills within one lével at a time. )

Information'in some of the later tables and text refers to the 'skills by
level and number rather than by strand and skill name. _
' The "Statement' of 'Skills and Objectives for Comprehension," small-
scale field test edition, is presented 1n Appendix A. Chapter 2 of the
Comprehension teacher's planning guide (Chester, Askov, Hudson, &\ptto,
1974) gives a complete description of the skills and their organization
. for the large-scale field test edition, which .is not subsgantially
different from the small—scale field test edition. ~ . oy

A

©
[

‘COMPONENTS | S \

lavailable for use during the field test- , . *gﬁ

Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Develoggent. Comprehension
. Machine-scorable booklet edition, Levels A-D, Form I
Hand-scorable separate .edition, Levels A-D, Forms I and 1T
Reusable booklet edition, Leve;s“E-G, Forms I and II
Machine-scorable answer sheets, Levels E-G, Forms I and II
. v , . B

T




. . and. implementation were stated for(

L]

4 - .
.

_ SN .
Hand-scorabl answer sheets, Levels E-G, Forms I and. II
Test Admlniszrﬁior s Manuals, Levels A-G -
Teacher's Resource File: Comprehen91on, Levels A=G
Teacher's Planning Guide: Coggrehens1on
Profile cards: Comprehension

o TN

TION - ‘

L3

REQUISITES FOR EFFECTIVE 1MPLEM~

v

Certalp condltlons were consi ered by the developers to e neces=

sary for effeotlve implementation.. }Ten requlrements for installation -

field tesf partlcipants., Requi-

-sites 1 to 3 pertain to product installation, while requlsltes 4 to.10
pertaln to the 1nstructlona1 assesspent, and management asPects of

1mp1emeﬁtatlon. Q;B . .

: 1. Locdl repr sentat1ves of the field test schogls must attend a
one-day Center-sponsored inservice* to acQulre information regarding
1mp1ementatlon of the product. . - ~.

.o ‘2. Within one month follow1ng the Center inservice, -local school
represeitatlves must conduct 1nserv1ce sessions for local faculties to

A provide irformation and support for: 1mp1ement1ng'the product. The"
‘s agenda for tge sess1ons should\lnclude a descrlptlon of ﬁhe‘prodﬁct

strategies for- ‘scheduling 1nstructmon, ‘and opportunltles for keylng
local.materlals to the product's behav1ora1 objectives.
"3, "Initial break-in testing must be conducted to 1dent1fy initial

<

ructional levels for learners iffjgrades onle to six (including kinder-

ga ten second. semester). Retesting usm be éonducted within three weeks

" at a 1ghez or lower level for learners who were tested ‘at an inappro-

_prla e break-in level. New learners must receive.break-in testing
within one month after entering school. f*vfﬁ-

4. “The local faculty must dempnstrate a commlﬂnent to the ¥ompre-
hension element that ensires. that eveﬂy learner receives 1nstructlon
appropriate- to his skill def1c1enc1es._' ’

5. Instructional skill groups must be formed on- the baé?s”
assessment 1nformatlon.

6. Instruction must be provlded that is related to the skill ‘de-
ficiencies of the instructional groups. Two hours: per week of skxll
instruction is the minimum time requirement. . ~

7.  Learners must be postassessed following 1nstructlon in order to

.ascertain their mastery level. + =~ A
8. Learners must be regrouped in a manner that is con51stent w1th

the1r current sk111 needs.: -
9. 'Profile cards must be kept up-to-date ad& in a fashion that

ensures their’ utility in 1nstructlona1 decisions.
10. New skill groups must be formed at .a rate that ensures com-'

pletion of at east one level,per grade in a school year throughout the
field test perjod. \

Y - -
Z \
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. PRIOR PRODUCT EVALUATION o o » e

l' * . : - e 4 '

' A pilot test of the product was conductedfﬁhr' g the spring semes-
tetr of the 1972-73 school year for Levels A-C arng ing the fall semes-'
ter of the 1973-74 school year for Levels D—GTzzghree Wisconsin schools’
were- 1dent1f1ed ‘as pllot test participants, of the schools, one
located in'a rural “community and the other in.a small city, were multi-

.+ unit in organization. The third, ‘an 1nner—c1ty school, was conventionally
organized. All. three were experienced De51gn users, each having implemented
the Word Attack element for a minimum of two years; two of the schools >

' had implemented the Study Skills element as well. ¢ :
Both prior to and Quring the pilot test, the Comprehension assess:-
: m component underwent several stages of evaluation. Since the
truments are criterion-referenced, test specificgtions followed from
the Comprehension behavioral objectives w1th wh1ch the tests were to be
used. . The behavioral objectives themselves.
- in the fields of reading and measureéent._

i gr‘up ‘administerabl »p#

v ‘tests were developed-for 35 of the’ 36f;:5g'_5 ?'ffﬁfectives, parallel
’ forms were developed for each teﬁ : byvty pbjective.was more

e approprlately assess 1 by an indiviga 3Ry ad ered performance test
v" that did not 1nvolve ritten re nseéﬁjf*‘f-‘s-ﬁs were_evaluated by

‘ content and’ measurement experts in=t:an?&o' -assessment of objectives,
. appropriateness of item format,” cléx: :"% ‘6f item intent, .appropriateness
-for audience, clar1t§ ofs test: d1rect10ns, approprlatenes of assessment
time, and acceptability of test stagg stics. i\\,
Test development, pfoceeded 1n~'vcordandf with the evaluation questions
just specified and con$isted of. atjleast six steps. Each step included
a developmental phase &and a rev1ew phase. The steps were (1) develop-
ment .of test spec1f1cat10ns And sample items, (2) writing of sufficient
1tems to yleld ‘Yne testqform, (3) pilot administration of those items to
/awsmal roup of learners, (4) formal administration  of revised items to
a number of learners large enoug ‘t6 gather item data, (5) assembly of a
. test administrator's manual, and 1) use of the instrument under normal
o conditions by a number of&school or classes. Step .3 was conducted, not °
in the pilot schools, but in a school close to Madison. and the Center.
"Step 4 was conducted in the three pilot schools and i a number of other
schools as well because a large number of students and 4 d great deal of
" time were requlred for the tryouts. Step 6 was a pllot school activity.
:The pilot test included field test activities in addition to the
) assessment tryouts just described. Two Center-sponsored inservices (one
for Levels A-C:;and the other for Levels D-G) provided an initial tryout .
of inservice materlals developed spec1f1pa11y for the Comprehension .
element. Revisions in the inservice materials were made on the basis of
teacher feedback. The assessment and management materials: and instruc-
tional resources needed for implementation were used in the' tryout
edition. Periodic monitoring visits to the pllot schools were made by
Center staff members to examine problems involving product implementation
.and to answer questlons regarding materials and procedures., Formative
data gathered throfigh staff interviews, questionnaires, and pilot school
meetings identified problem areas. ) . ' e

N
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In summary, prior product evaluation activities included expert

review of the skills’and objectives, evaluation-embedded development and
tryout of the criterion-referenced tests, and a pilot test during which
formative data were collected regarding usability of the component
materials. ’ ' ‘ ]
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FIELD TEST PLAN

.'OBJECTIVES'

,The 1973-74 small-scale field test was designed,to gather product
usability information and product effectiveness information from learner
behaviors. = The data obtained were utilized in making rpvisions for the

. ‘developmental edition for the 1974-76 large-scale field fest. The data
- also identified areas needing further product refinement: in preparation
for the commercial edition: The field test objectives,,brouped under
‘“product usability ard product effectiveness, follow- i

i
.

Product Usability R V T —

1. To learn whether the teacher's resource files, Teacher's
Planning Guide, and Center-sponsored inservice provided sufficient
information for field test faculties to implement the product according
to the requisites for effective implementation. (Product igplementation)

.

. 2. To learn whether the field test faculties_considered'the productp
a viable program for elementary: schools.- (Product feasibility)
3. To identify specific errors, omissions. and confusions in the -
. product's components. (Product deficiencies)

Prodyct Effectiveness . ' o ' o ' L.

~
B

4. To compare on the product 8 objectives the mastery levels of

the implementation group versus the preimplementation group. (ngparative
performance--program-embedded tests) N .

Y 5. To compare on-standardized tests related to Comprehension the
scores of the .implementation groyp versus the preimplementation group.
(Comparative Performance--standardized reading achievement tests)

6. To determine whether’ implementatiqn groups increased their
achievement level on standardized tests related to Comprehension more
than ‘would be expected (more than 1.0 yearf). (Comparative performance

individual learners--standardized readihg achievement tests)

11
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7. Tb.aséertain the percentage of lea;nérs mastering the product's
objectives at an 80% level immediately after instruction in those skills.
(Percent masters after skill instruction) - .

N

8. To asce¥tain learner retention rates on the produc;'slobjéctiVesi'
with an eight-week {ntermission between skill mastery and retesting.
(Skill retention) . . - ‘ )

4

Evaluation of field test objective 1 provides usability information
in relation to implementation, which in.turn has implications for the
. evaluation of produat effectiveness.” The usability information pertains
to the su?ficiincy of the component materials to yield practices that '
are in accord with the developer's requisites for effective implementation.
" The data then obtained yith_fespect'to implementation practices provide -
-the context for evaluation of the effectiveness data. Product effective-
. - ness, therefore, must be viewed in relation to the degree of product -
implementation. T ' P
Objectives-4, 7, and & pertain to effectiveness of the product's
specific objectives. - While Objectiye 4-is a direct effectiveness
measure, 7 and 8 were ‘investigated to acquire information about skill
mastery and retention rates, information not collected during prior
Design field tests, but of interest to both consumers and the professional
audience. Attaimment of the product's terminal objective was left un-
examined because it was not expected that learners would atta®#n mastery
" of all the product's objectives by the end of the small-scale field -
test. - L ' . ’ : .
., " Cost information was not collected because the Center, rather than
a commercial vendor, produced and distributed the product's component
materials for the small-scale field test. ' :

’

»

PARTICIPANTS ~ ’ : . )

lementary (K-6) schools, nine in Wisconsin and one in Colorado,
sCipated in the small-scale field test. An attempt ‘was made to

include schools serving jpopulations with varying achievement and socio-
economic characteristicds, including ‘inner-city urban schools and sub- .
urban and small-city schools. A.second variable of interest was the
school's organization, whether multiunit or conventionally organized

into self-contained classrooms. A third variable of interest was.the °
number of Design elements being implemented by the school. Distribution’
of the field test sites with reference to these variables is summarized

in Table 3. Although Table 3 shows a total of 11 schools, only 10 were
formal field test participants. The additional school (site type A,

which had a multiunit organization, and was implementing word Attack and
Study Skills in addition to Comprehension) was included in the evaluation-
related testing program (objectives 4 to 6), but its implementation of

the product wds not monitored. Sufficient information was known about

its implementation practices, however, to include its data in the analyses
for objectives 4 to 6.- - : :

-
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TABLE 3 . B :

DISTRIBUTION OF FIELD TEST SITES

)
' K ' ¢ | School Organization
.. , . MULTIUNIT a CONVENTIONAL h
' o , Design Elements . Design Elements
Reading Co . .
.o . ‘b . b .
Achievement WA? WA, SSb WA WA, SS Total
'Site Type A: N ' ' - ] , '
. Typically at ox = ¢ . ' o— o Yes g oA
. above grade fevel 3 . > : e 1 . . o
(suburban, small-city) N
Site Type B: . , . ' .
Typically below - - - T 1 1 2
grade level (urban) - . -
Total 3 500 1, 2 . 1n

%n addition to Comprehension

‘l

bwa = Word Attack; SS = Study Skills , .

-

T i As j§p shown in Table 3, two schools were in an urban area where
reading achievement is typically below grade level, and nine were in
small—city -and suburban areas where reading achievement is typically at

- or above grade level. Twor~thirds of the schools were multiunit in
organization;- inclusion of an urban multiunit school was not possible at
the time of the field test. All schools had been. implementing the
Design's Word Attack element for two to three years prior to beginning
Comprehension implementation -and more than half were also implementing
the Study Skills element.

The following method was used to identify the sites. A prereqg-
e uisite requirement for. participation in the field test was prior imple-

’ mentation of ‘the Design Word Attack element. The developer's recom-
mendation for installation and sequence is that implementation generally
begins with assessment and teaching of the Word Attack skills since they
are basic to all other reading skills. o

‘ - The Design's Word Attack and Study Skills small-scale field tests
had created a pool of 22 schools from which to choose, and all of the
schools in this pool were asked if they wished to participate in the
Comprehension field test. Because of budgeting considerations, the
districts with more than one school in-the previous Design field tests

24




14

% : . '
were informed that only one or two schools fyom the district could -
. participate. Schools were then selected for the categories shown in
Table 3. A factor in the seélection process was a.school's quality of"
commitment during the previous’ gield tests. Two of the final ten
schools selected had not participated in the prior field tests. The two
were multiunit site type A schools, and they weére implementing Word
Attack ut .not' Study Skills. T™wo other schools in the final selection, . -
one site type A and multiunit, ‘the other a site type B and conventionally
organized, were asked to discontinue Study Skills implementation during
the period of the Comprehension small-scale field test.- Schools: from
the pool not selected were permitted to purchase the component materials
from the Center at'a cost of $.60 per student, attend the Center-sponsored
inservice, and 1mp1ement the pxoducts independently of the field test. ‘A
list of the field test schools ‘and their characteristics is presented in
. Appendix B. '

The field test schools signed a formal agreement with the ‘Center
- (Appendix C) in which they expressed a commitment to meet the field test ~
requirements and in which the Center enumerated the contributed resources.

x

ACTIVITIES

) The major fleld test activities,. as illustrated in Table 4, included
inservice, assessment, skill instruction, and monitoring of produgt
installation and implementation. The events and schedule were commu-

. nicated to the sites at the outset of the field test. The development
‘and tryouts of materials had not been completed for .all of Levels A to G
by the start of the field test.' Therefore, the break-in and baseline
testing activities and the 'start of skill instruction were scheduled by
skill level clusters. The criterion-referenced tests and teacher's -

resource files needed for these activities were available for Levels A
to D in September 1973, for Levels E and F in November 1973,
Level G in January 1974. The product's- other component materials,
teacher's planning guide and the pupil profile card, were available t
the schools at the beginning of the field test.

Activities for monitoring product installation and implementation
and for baseline and comparison data collection w111 be described in the
instrumentation and method section for field test objectives 1 to 3 and
4 to 6 respectively.

Inservice

A Center-sponsored one-day inservice meeting was held in September
1973 in Madison to acquaint the field test schools with the product.
Central office personnel from the participating districts were invited
to attend, and each field test school was permitted to send three staff
members to the training session with the expectation that the attendees
would then conduct their own local Comprehension inservice. The Center
inservice agendi<inc%uded sessions on the Comprehension strands, sche-

N
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' AGENDA OF FIELD TEST EVENTS

-- .« . .'/‘ X -.
) . - . [
- H yd ‘ AN
Dates" - " Field Test Events e, "
” Inserv1ce. ! . +
September 1973 ' Center—sponsored
.October 1973 - . Lodal .
Assessment- : ' " ,
¥ preak-in tdsting to determine learners 3
L . : . instruct10na1 levels
September 1973 . Levels A-D " '1‘, ; .
November 1973 o .Levels E-F " . - ' ' R
o o . Baseline data,collectlon on prelmplementation
: . - : i " group for grade levgls :
Septéember 1973 1-3 site type A; 1-4 ‘site type B |
November 1973 . 4-6 site type A;  5-6 site type B
. ‘ ' Comparison data collection on impiementation
C (A group for grade levels -~
September 1974 ' 1-3 gite type A; 1-4 site type B .
November 1974 4-6 site type A; 5 6 site’ type B
i 1 \
- ' Skill instruction: ; -
October 1973 Commences for Levels: A—D~ » i
January 1974 o commehces for Levels E-G o
September 1974 Continues for Levels A-G

Monitoring of product installation and implementation:

October, November Total of fpur visits to leach site

1973; January, March, . o

May, October 1974 ) . o .

<

duling for skill instruction, and field test’ expectatlons. The complete
agenda appears in Appendix D. Attendees were provided a packet of

- materials: that could be used in their local inservice. The packet
included descriptive 1nformat10n about- each of the six Comprehen51on
skill strands, the field test's objectives and schedule of actlvities,
and the requisites for effective implementation.

Assessment: Break-ln Test{ii : .

Break-in tests were administered to students in the field test
schools to identify learners' initial skill instructional levels and to
diagnose their skill proficiencies and deficiencies. This placement
testing is a prerequisite activity for the formation of. instructional
skill groups. Test administration of the booklet editions for break-in
testing was managed by ‘the field test faculties, and scoring services
were provided by the Center. Tables 5 and 6 present the break-in
testing summaries for the schools according to their typical reading
achievement, whether at or above grade level (site type A), or below
grade level (site type B). Retesting up or down a skill level is .
required when learners master either all or none of the skills at the
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. brggk;;q‘level to be administered at each grade level.

sites for effective impleméntation.

R

levél-first tésted. The test level information presented in Tables 5
and’ 6 is for initial break-in testing only. Final placement information
after all retesting had been completed was not obtained. The boxed data
show the results of the Center's recommendations with respect to the

-

je initial break-in test level administered was accurate for 74.2%
of the site type A learners across all grade and skill levels. Of the
grand total of learners who required retesting, 53.6% needed to be

P

. retested up a level and 46:4% down a level. The total retesting per-

centages by grade level for the site type A learners were Grade 1,
28.2%; Grade 2, 26.8%; Grade 3, 35.3%; Grade 4, 35.0%; Grade 5, %9.5%;

‘and Grade 6, 11.6% for a grand total rgtest percent of 25.8.

Subgtantially more retesting was required. in the site type B thap
in the site type A schools. The initial break-in test level was accurate
for just 65.6% of the site type B learners across all grade-and skill levels.
Of the grand total of learners who required retesting, most (89.1%) needed
to be retested down a level while only 10.9% needed to be retested up a '

"level. The total retesting percentages by grade level for the site

type B learners were Grade 1, 7.4%; Grade 3, 44.8%; Grade 3, 33.3%;
Grade 4, 44.6%; Grade 5, 36.7%; and Grade 6, 41.2% for a grand total
retest percent of 34.4.

Skill Instruction

The dates for beginning skill instruction were scheduled to allow

‘sufficient time for the retesting activity just described. - If events

were on schedule, the field test term permitted an implementation period
of nine months for the primary levels (Grades 1-3) and eight months for
the intermediate levels (Grades 4-6) before comparison data were collected
for the implementation groups. Descriptive information about the skill
instructional aspect of implementation is presented in Chapter III in

the evaluation of field test objective 1, product implementation. -

~ INSTRUMENTATION AND METHOD

The instrumentation and the data collection schedule for the field test
objectives are,summarized in Tables 7 and 8. Discussion will now focus

>

on the individdal objectives.

Product Usability
Objective 1: Product implementation. One measure of produtt
usability concerned whether the materials would yield implementation
practices in accord with the developer's plan. A necessary first step
was to determine whether the field test faculties were able to meet the
requisites for effective implementation. The primary sources for
descriptive information on product implementation were the interview
guides administered during monitoring visits to the schools by Center
personnel. The intervie ides ( Appendices E, F, and G), were con=
structed primarily to obtain information specifically about the requi-

s
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TABLE 5

. BREAK-IN TESTING SUMMARY FOR SCHMEOLS WHERE READING -
ACHIEVEMENT IS TYPICALLY AT OR ABOVE GRADE LEVEL (SITE TYPE A)*

s Test Level Administered )
Test Level Grade A )} B c _ 3] ; S - F
Placement Level N 3 N % N % N % N - % N t
______ X - N\ B :

Accurate 1. |1473 71.8] . 1 100.0 '

Test Up : :186 28.2 . 0 0.0:| © '

Test Down R o 0 0.0

Total Retest l186 28.2I 0 0.0

Total N. {lesg - | 1

Accurate 2 18 51.4 |1458 74.2}| 4 100.0

Test Up : 17 48.6 || 62 10.0j] O ' 0.0

Test Down - - | 97 15.7!1 . 0 0.0

Total Retest. 17 4s.6 |l159 25.7]| "0 0.0

Total N ' 35 - |E']_._'_7____| 4 ,

Accurate 3 . ' 97 82.2 |33 609! 2 66.7

Test Up . ‘ 8 6.7 [j125 22.8|| "1 33.3 ‘

Test Down 13 11.0 [, 89 16.21 0 0.0

Total Retest ‘ - 21 17.7 {1214 39.0! 1 33.3

Total N’ o 118 isas || '3 -

Accurate 4 6 85.7 79 61.2 l-§§§__6§:3“ 4 100.0 ‘
, Test Up g 1 14.3 4 3.1 |l144 26.2)] o 0.0

Test Down C o 0.0 46 35.7 {| 46 8.4lf 0. 0.0

Total Retest | 1 14.3 | 50 38.8 |l190 34~.6: 0~ 0.0

Total N 7 129 IR B n

Accurate | 5 o 3 60.0 | 47 56.0 :’5&)’_'6'3’.'5 ll 29 1000

Test Up 0 0.0 18 21.4 1 .2y o 0.0

Test Down ' " . ].2 40.0| 19 22.6[1100 16.6] o0 0.0

Total Retest | = . 2 40.0 | 37 440100 16.8f O 0.0

Total N ; 5. 84 lgor | 29 -
$& Accurate 6 - 5 41.7| 77 *86.5[|555 89.5

Test Up . o ‘ 1 8.3 1 1.1 1 .2

Test Down | - _ 6 50.0| '11 12.4| 64 10.3

Total Retest | 0 I L 7 58.3| 12 13.5( 65 10.5

Total N _ N 12 - | s - |le2o -

*N = 9 schools
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. TABLE 6

.- BREAK-IN TESTING SUMMARY FOR SCHOOLS: WHERE READING
ACHIEVEMENT IS TYPICALLY BELOW GRADE LEVEL (SITE TYPE B)*

4 -~
f

. v N Test Level Administered
Test Level' | Grade A B. c b E
. , V) '
Placement Level| N - % N. % | N LN O dNLe
' Accurate . 1. :-\.lgr—-éz_-g:\, L . ¢ 1 4
- _{,,-',[ﬂl.‘est Up - o | 12 -4 : : :
‘ -:s;";.)f‘:'rest Down - = ‘
Total Retest B NY 1 .
Total N Co1i1e3 b ) .
Acurate : 2] 20 95.2 1754 478}
Test Up 1 4.8, - 0 0.0y k
Test Down -- - |l 59 52.2] A
‘Total Retest ], 1 a8 59 s2.2).
Total N 21 1113 i
Accurate 3 I—83~ 35:4—: 35 79.5
Test Up 1 | . l 4 3.0 1 2.3 4
‘Test Down ’ ] 46 34.6)f 8 18.2
Total Retest | - - - I so 37.6I 9 20.5
Total N’ B S I Y . r
- : K - \, _
Accurate ° 4 - 12" 46.2 | 65 56.01l 10 62.5 | 1 100.0
Test Up | , 0 0.0 7 -a.o,l 2 12.5 | 0 0.0
Test Down ’ | 14 53.8) 44 37.91f 4 25.0 0 0.0
Total Retest | _ 14 53.8) 51 43.9: 6 37.5]| 0 0.0
Total N , ‘ 26 1116 16 1 :
* Accurate 5 3 75.0| 67 63.2 :'2'5'-'23"3:
Test Up ¥ L 0 0.0 0 0.0|} 6 15.0)
'Test Down _ 1 25.0{ 39 36.8| 9 22.5]
.Total Retest , 1 25.0 39 36.8l15 37.5
‘Total N ' 4 106 ligo
Accurate | 6 4 36.4|59 59.6 41 T6172!
Test Up : 0 0.0{.3 3.0ff0 0.0
Test Down : v | 7 63.6(37 37.4 [126 38.8|
Total Retest i : 7 "63.6|40 40.4 [ 26 38.8/
Total N . ) ' 11 99 67
167 _ _ 3 [
*N = 2 schools }5.‘:’" Y
~ ' L4
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. INSTRUMENTATION FOR THE FIELD TEST OBJECTIVES

TABLE 7

Field Test Objectivés‘

Instrumentation -

Product Usability
1. " Implementation

2. Feasibility

3. Deficiencies

Product Effectiveness

4. Comparative performance--
*  program-embedded tests

T 5. Cbmparative'performance--
* standardized reading
achievement tests
- v

6. Comparative performance of
individual learners--
standardized reading
achievement tests

7. Mastery after instruction

8. Skill retention

Second Visit Interview Guides: Principal
or Reading Specialist, and Unit Leader
or Teacher (Appendix E) :

Third Visit Interview Guides: Principal
or Reading Specialist, and Unit Leader
or Teacher (Appendix F)

Fourth Visit Interview Guides: Principal
or Reading Specialist, and Ue&; Leader or-
Teacher (Appendix G)

- same as for (1)

Comment Cards (Appendix H)

Wisconsin Tests of Reading Sklll Develop—
ment: Cémprehension subtests

Listening and Readxng subtests of the
Cooperative Primary Tests (1965),

Readlng Comprehension subtest .of the
COmErehensxve Tests of Basxc Skxlls (1968)

s

-Readlng COmprehension subtest of the

Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills (1968)

Postassessment Following Instruction Form
(Appendix I)

Wiscongin Tests 'of Reading Skill Develqgr
ment: Comprehension subtests
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S . DATA COLLECTION.SCHEDULE FOR THE FIELD TEST OBJECTIVES .
Usability objectﬂves' ' § “Effectiveness Obje¢tives -
g Product Implementation, Implementation/ Mastdry ’ )
Dates Feagibility, Deficiencies Preimplementation aftdrr - - skill
o S i ".Gomparison Instrugtion Retention
(1-3) #7 -~ (4-6)* SR ) ) SO () .
1573 - R ‘ R
-, Beptember e Break-in testing, . L ,_,/"

. o , Levéls A-D; .
» o o o Baseline data, Gr. 1-3
' : (Gr. 1-4 site type B)

October ° Monitor Installation '
' (Visit #1, 7 schools)

November o T- Break-in testing, 4 -
. Levels E-F; \. ' :
Monitor Implementation ‘Baseline data, Gr. 4-6, ) Retest
(visit #2, 5 schools) (Gr. 5-6 site type B) l
pecember ‘ ‘ ., ' ) . vgos;testv | {_
1974 ) | ' ;::et’;uction ‘Retest
January Monitor Implementation p ' o o
' (Visit #2, 5 schools) ‘
February
March Monitor Implementation ) o _ . Retest
: (Visit #3, 5 schools) ' - ; '
April ' - . ~ v |
-May " Monitor Implementation . Collect Retest ',
(visit #3, 5 schools) g _ Post- o
o .~ .assessment
September . : . Comparison data, Gr. 1-3 Following
: . (Gr. 1-4 site type B) Instruction
. . forms
October Monitor Implementatithn -
(Visit #4, 9 schools)
November ; Comparison data, Gr. 4-6

(Gr. 5-6 site type B)

*Numbers in parentheses refer to field test objective numbers
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Almost all schools received four monitoring visits. The first
visit had two purposes: to introduce the Center monitor to the field

" test faculties and to obtain information about the local inservice. The
second and third visits, conducted approximately foyr months apart at

each school, focused on the specifics of product implementation. The'
fourth was essenjially a follow-through visit .to ensure that imple-
mentation was ‘continuing with the new school year. During visits 2, 3,
and_ 4 the building principal or reading specialist was interviewed in
addition to several (usually three) teaching staff mémbers. Because of
the implementation schedule, primary level teachers were the focus for

the second visit, and intermediate level teachers were the focus for

the third. Teacher/unit leader interviewees were selectéd by the reading

.. specialists or building principals who were instructed that the inter-

viewees should possess a high degree of product familiarity and repre-
sent a range of viewpoints. -

" Objective 2: Product feasibility. Feasibility of the Comprehension
element for elementary schools is related to the degree to which field o
tést faculties were able to meet the requisites for effective imple-
mentation. The interview guides previously described were the major
data source, then, for information about implementation practices for
both objectives. Additionally, the guides sought feasibility infor-

Bl

_ mation in terms of teacher reaction to the BfGEQnt as a whole and to its

specific objectives.

Objective 3: Product deficiencies. At the outset of the field
test, schools were supplied with Comment Cards (Appendix I) upon which

"they were encouraged to record problems or comments about specific

product .components. Although the primary function of the cards was to
alert the developer to specificvprablem areas, notations of success were
also welcomed. The cards were collected during monitoring visits and
were also periodically mailed to the Center from the schools. -

Objectives 4 and. 5 were designed to contrast the performance of
learners of the same age/grade level in the field test sites in dif<
ferent academic years--immediately pxior %o installation (preimple-
mentation group) and near the end of the first year of implementation
(implementation group) . Each age-grade lével preimplementation group
served as the control group for the group of learners one year younger.

The instruments for measuring objectives 4, 5, and 6 comprised an -
evaluation testing program administered to the baseline, .or preimple- .
mentation group, in September 1973 for grade levels 1 to 3 (1 to 4 in .
site type B, schools) and in November 1973 for grade levels 4 to 6 (5 to
6 in site type B schools). The testing program was then administered to
the comparison, or implementation group, one year later. All materials
and scoring services associated with the testing program were provided
by the Center; the field test faculties administered the tests. _

Objective 4: ggggarative'performanceh-program-embedded tests. The
Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development: Comprehension subtests
were the assessment instruments used to compare the mastery levels on
the product's objectives of the implementation group versus the pre-
implementation group. The tests that were administered sampled from all
of the Comprehension strands with the exception of Affixes. The Affix
tests were not sampled because their value had been qlestioned. A
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combination of usually three tests comprised a single test sitting.
Table 9 lists the subtests used at each grade level according to site ;
type. Table 2 should be consulted with respect to the skill levels and
numbers listed. : . '

A computerized randomization program was used td*&ssign students at
egcﬂ grade-1eve1 to the test sittings.- The test groups were formed from
school-provided class lists. A test sitting group was usually composéd
of 20 to 30 students randomly selected from all the classrooms or units in

s *

b |

I

TABLE 9

PROGRAM-EMBEDDED TESTS USED FOR GOMPARATIVE PERFORMANCE : :
ACCORDING TO SITE TYPE AND GRADE LEVEL ‘ : U

Sites Where Typical Reading Achigvement‘Waéz

. | , 5
At or Above Grade Levela Below Grade Level
*  Comprehension Grade Levels . Grade Levels -
~ Strands ' 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
Main Idea p1€ #p1 b1, ' *gl* *Bl 'Cl, *Cl D1,
' El Dl El T
Sequence *p2 'D2_ , F2, *p2 ' "D2  *D2 A
‘ Gl
Reasoning A4, B3, *C3 *D3 *E3: E3, A4, *B3 A4, *C3 *C3 *D3
" B3 . C3 . G3 B3 B3, )
C3 ‘
Detail *B4 C4, *D5 D4, *F5 *B4 *B4 B4, *C4, D4,
' *CS, E4, C4, *C5 E4
pa4  F5 | ‘ *C5
" Context . D6, ' _; . D6
: ’ ES
Affixes [NOT SAMPLED)]
Total Skills ‘
Tested 3 3 5. .. 6 6 5 -3 3 5 6 6 6
Total = 28 " Total = 29
gN = 9 schools, site'type A ‘
N = 2 schools, site type B

skill level and number . : - , S
*Baseline data for these skills were computed from a random sample 6f each
school's break-in test data. . : : '

8]
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a school spanning a particular grade level. The number of test sittings M

" at each grade level and a school's grade level enrollment determined the.

number of times a student was tested, Studengs in schools with high .
enrollments were usually assigned to just one: tqst sitting in- 1973 and
1974; students in schools with low enrollments were assigned to “more

‘than one test sitting to accommodate the needs of ‘the testing program.

The field test design called for the same testing program- to be
administered in both 1973 and 1974. Inspection of the 1973 baseline
data, however, indicated a need for alterations in the tests being
assessed. For example, the 1973 baseline performance was so high for
some of the skills that gain scores were unlikely to result from the
1974 testing. The 1974 testing program was subsequently revised to '

accommodate the needed alterations. Tests administered in the 1974, - 3«

but not in the 1973, testing program are identified in Table 9 by an .

asterisk. S,
AYi of the 1974 comparison data wére derived from students assigned P 4

to test sittings by the randomization procedure previously described.
The 1973 baseline data were also collected by this method for 19 of the
28 tests administered in the site type A schools and for 15 of the 29
tests administered in the site'type B schools.

The .1973 1nstructiona1 break-in test data became the baseline data i
for the 9 and 14 skills of the respective two site groups presented with ~
asterisks in Table 9. Tests were selected from the skill levels at
which the majority of the students were initially tested for break-in
purposes at each grade level. (See Tables 5 and 6 for the majority ) o
break-in level for each grade level.) Data for random samples of 25 4 K
students who were administered the majority break-in level for each ° ‘ '
grade level have been reported as the 1973 baseline data for these skills e

Y
. -,
e PR
. PECE T
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. presented with asterisks. This data source is not uniform, however, ™

because of the variability from school to school in the percentages of
students tested at the majority break-in level for each grade level.

Thus, the baseline data for skills tested in the 1974, but not in: the Lo
1973, testing program usually represent less than 100% of the students ;;g
at a grade level. N
Objective 5: Comparative performance--standardized reading achieve-..* .
ment tests. Subtests from the Cooperative Primary Tests (CPT) (1965) 9@.,-Afé
and _gggrehensive Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS) (1968) comprised the - . ﬁﬁ%%

standardized reading achievement test portion of the 1973-74 evaluation

testing program. These tests were used as the program-independent

measure for comparing the implementation group with the preimplementation s
group. The tests administered at each grade level are identified in
Table 10 according to site type. The tests represented the best match
possible between the content of the product's objectives and reading v
comprehension subtests of standardized tests. A standardized test was
administered at each grade level with the exception of Grade 1 for the
site type B schools.

The student randomization procedure described for objective 4 was
also used for objective 5 to collect the 1973 baseline data at all grade
levels and to collect the 1974 comparison data at grade levels 1 to 3
for the site type A schools and at grade 1eve1s 1 to 4 for the site
type B schools. The reason for the nonrandomization in 1974 for the  ~ ca
CTBS test sittings at grade levels 4 to 6 and 5 to 6 for the two respec-
tive site types will be explained in the next section.
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" TABLE 10
STANDARDIZED READING ACHIEVEMENT TESTS
USED FOR COMPARATIVE PERFORMANCE |
5 ' ACCORDING TO SITE TYPE AND GRADE LEVEL
) - S
£ f . Sites Where Typical Reaging Achievement Wass
: ., Ator Above Grade Level Below Grade Level
+ Standardized Tests o . Grade Levels = Grade Levels.
- 1 2 3 4 5 6, 1 2 3 4 5 6
Listening Subtest, Form 12Bj~ = ' X - o Ie o x ‘ :
CPT (1965) , - ' . ' T
Reading Subtest, Form 128, - . X '
CPT (1965) \ ’
Reading Subtest, Form 23B, i C C X
CPT (1965) ' . . '
Reading Comprehension Subtest, ' X X ' X
Form Q Level 1, CTBSj(1968) ’ Co .
Reading Com?rehensiéﬁ“Subtest; : - x x S
Form Q Level 2, CTBS (1968) :
. ;N =9 scheols, site ‘type A R
‘"N = 2 schools, site type B )
*No test administered. , .

: Objective : ___Egyatiye performance of individual learners--
standardized reading achievement tests. Objective 5 involved a cross--
sectional comparison of different groups; objective ‘6 involved a longi-
tudinal comparison of the same students. Levels 1 and 2 of the CTBS
Reading Comprehension subtest, administered as part of the 1973-74

evaluation testing program, were used as the assessment.instruments..
pata for this objective were obtained at grade levels 4, 5, and 6 for
site type A students and at grade levels 5 and 6 for site type B stu-
dents. Students who had been randomly assigned to the 1973 CTBS eval-
uation test sittings at grade levels 3, 4, and'5 (site type A) and 4 and
5 (site type B) were intentionally assigned to the 1974 CTBS sittings 1t
grade levels 4, 5, and 6, and 5 and 6 respectively, for the two site

types.

.
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Objective 7: Percent masters after skill instruction. ' The developer-
recommended procedure for determining whether learners have mastered the -
skill(s) for which they received instruction is administration of the
product's e?iterion—referenced test(s) as postassessments. A learner is-
judged to be a skill master when she/he’ attains an 80% or higher score
oﬁ\the postassessment. To ascertain the percentage of learners mastering
the product's objectives at an 80% level immediately after instruction
in those skills, field test faculties were provided with copies of the
Postassessment Following Instruction Form (Appendix I) at the beginning
of the field test. Teachers were requested to provide specific infor- .
mation on the. form--gkill level and number, date assessed, number in
skill group, and resulting masters and nonmasters--for each skill that
they taught and for which a postassessment was given. The forms were .
collected from each school in May at € end of the 1973-74 school . yeer
and use of them was not reinstituted if September 1974 for the last
three months of the field test. Therefore, ‘the data collected represent
an implementation period of eight months for primary level teachers and
‘'five months for intermediate level teacliers.

Objective 8: Skill retention. The product's criterion—referenced
tests were used to ascertain learner retention rates on the product's
objectives. There was a minimum eight-week period between skill mastery
. and the retesting which was performed by Center personnel during the
monitoring visits to each school. Two kinds of skill retention were
assessed: retentién from the break-in testing and retention after
instruction. Testing for break-in retention involved the retesting of
" students on skills mastered at their initial break-in level. Since
focused instruction on skills already mastered would not be warranted,

_ break-in retention was intended as a measure of retention without
intervening instruction. Because the Center had scored each school's
break-in tests, the identification of students and skills mastered was
readily available. Because of the schedule for the break-in testing,

- Beginning of instruction, and monitoring activities, ‘retesting for '
break-in retention was conducted during the November 1973 and Jenuary 1974
monitoring visits only.

Retesting for retention after instruction was conducted during the
March and May 1974 monitoring visits. At the outset of the. field test,

. teachers were. requested to date thein~Comprehension pupil profile cards
so that a record would be available of when learners became skill masters
"after instruction. Dates were to be entered by the specific skills
printed on the cards. Groups for retesting were subsequently formed

. which either met or almost met the objective's criterion of a minimum
eight-week intermission between mastery after instruction and retesting.
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EVALUATION OF PRODUCT USABILITY

OBJECTIVE 1: PRODUCT IMPLEMENTATION

Descriptive information about product implementation in this report
has been organized by requisites for effective implementation and by the
attempts of the field faculties to meet them. A summary evaluation »
statement for each requisite is presented-in Table 1l1. Requisites 1 to
3 refer to product installation, requisites 4 to 10 refer to the instruc-
tional, assessment, and management aspects of impiementatiori. In the
discussion which follows comprehensive information for each requisite is
presented across the 10 field test sites. Variations in requisite ‘
attainment will be noted where significant with respect to the school
variables--multiunit/conventional organization, reading achievement
level, and number of Design elements being implemented. e

Prégact Installation

Requisites 1 and 2 concern teacher inservice praining; requisite 3
concerns placement of the learner into the program. :

Requisite 1: Local represéntatives of the field test
schools must attend a one-day Center-sponsored.insgrvice to
acquire information regarding ‘implementation of the product. .

Approximately three representatives from each site attended the Center- .
sponsored inservice. See Chapter II for a description of the inservice
and Appendix D for the inservice agenda. Results of the ipservice
evaluation were positive; a majority of the attendees rated 9 of the 10
‘sessions as "very useful,"” the highest category on a ypefulness scale of

1 to 4. Additionally, all of the principal/reading specialist interviewees
indicated that the Center inservice had provided sufficient information
and materials about the product for them to conduct theikx local inservice.
The sufficiency of the Center-sponsored inservice, then:x?hﬁ established
for field test objective 1. » :

Requisite 2: Within one month following the Center Inservice} LT
~~ Jocal school representatives must conduct inservice sessions for o

local faculties to pro ide_information and support for imple-
menting the product. The agenda for the sessions should include

27
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TLE 1 | .

 NTTATIENT OF REQUISITES ROR EFFECTIVE (}ﬁLEMENTATION'

l:‘,gequisites

Results\

o : " - \

I3.

Attendance at Center-sponsored
inservice

Local inservice training
!
Identification of learners'

initial instructional skill levels

Instruction appropriate to 1earners'
skill deficiencies

.. Instructional groups formed on

hasis of assessment information

Skill instruction for a minimm
of two hours per week (selection
of a Center-suggested scheduling
alternative)

Postassessnent folloving instruction

Regrouping of nonmasters

Up-to-date record keepmg

Completion of at least one Sklll
level per grade level

R

Satisfactory, ) 7

Generally satisfactbry. Exception: Insufficient opportunitiqs
for keying local materials to the product's instructional
objectives, ~ /v |

Generally satlsfactory Exceptlons (1) New‘students not

alvays tested within-a month of entering school (2) Kinder-

garten break-in testmg occurred in only 2 of 10 schools.

Generally satlsfactoq for implementors of formal pattern,
Unsatisfactory for implenentors of informal pattern in terms
of frequency with which skill masters Tecelved intruction. ¢

Satisfactory for implementors of formal pattern, Generally
satisfactory for implementors of informal pattern in terms

of teachers' awareness of their develdpmental reading group

members' skill defmmnc;es and subsequent instruction,

tlégactoty for schedulmg aspect. Number of minutes per

 weck spent on skill instruction in descending order: (1) Formal,
. implementation pattern-~no rotation of Design elements; (2) Formal

implenentation pattern--rotation of Design elements; (3) Infornal
implementation pattern.

‘ A .
Saﬁactory.

S"at'i‘sfactory for implementors of formal pattern. Unsatisfactory
for inplementors of informal pattern.

ﬁ%sfactory ‘

No Hard ev1dence available, A satlsfactory result can be
estinated with a high degree of confidence for implementors of
the fornal pattern and with less confidence for mplementors
of the 1nformal pattern..

e
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a description of the product, strategies for scheduling. instruc-
tion,. and opportunities for keying local materials to the pro-

duct's behavioral objectives. -

‘ ' All sites conducted a local inservice within a month and a half
after the Center inservice. The sessions ranged in length from 1 1/2 to .
4 hours and all agendas included a description of the product and strategies
for schedulihg instruction. The sessions were not alike with respect to
the amount of time, provided for keying local materials to the product's
behavioral objectives. The unavailability of materials for skill levels E
to G was a deficiency for both the Center-led and local inservices. - :
Once the materials for Levels E to G had become available, one school .
provided a full day of inservice for keying and another school a half day.
‘Two schools provided approximately an hour for keying of materials
during their inservice. For 6 of the 10 schools, no opportunity for
keying local materials was provided during the local inservice. Ce

' A majority of' the teacher interviewees reported their local inservice
as adequate. Suggestions they offered for improvement included provision
for (1) time for keying materials, (2) preparation time, (3) "hands-on"
approach -to materials prior to inservice, (4) more extensive inservice,
and (5) several short, spaced-out inservices before and after the onset
of instruction which would provide time for becoming familiar with the
materials, keying, and the sharing of implementation problems and successes.

Requisite 3: Initial break-in testing must be conducted to
identify initial instructional levels ‘for learners in grades °

1 to 6 (kindergarten second semester). .Retesting must be con-.
ducted within three weeks at a higher or lower level for learners
who ‘'were tested at an inappropriate break-in level. New learners
must receive break-in testing within one month after entering
school.

To place learners at grade levels 1 to 6 into the program at the
beginning of the field test, break-in tests were administered for Levels °
A to D in September and for Levels E and F in November. Retesting up or
down a level, required when learners show mastery of all or none of the
skills at the level first tested, was completed within 1 to 1 1/2 months

-after results of initial testing had been received by the sites. "The
percentage of students requiring retesting is reported by skill and
grade level in Table 5 for the sites where typical reading achievement
is at or above grade level and in Table 6 for the sites where typical
reading achievement is below grade level. The large percentages of
children who required retesting may account for the 1 to 1 1/2 month
period rather than the three-week period recommended in the requisite.

Interviewees during the second and third monitoring visits stated
that new enrollees received break-in testing within a month after
entering school. However, on the fourth visit, conducted near the. end
of the field test period in: 0ctober of the 1974-75 school year, it was
found that this was true for only two-thirds of the schools. The other
one~third had not yet adminigiered break-in tests to new students.

According to the requisite, kindergarten students were to receive
break-in testing during the 'second semester of their first school year.
This occurred at two of, the 10 schools with instruction subsequent to

J
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the break-in testing. Of the remaining eight schools, the 1973-74
kindergarteners recefved September break-in testing as 1974-75 grade 1
learners in three schools and had not received testing in five schools
by the time of the October monitoring visit.

Instruction, Assessment, and Management

Requisites 4 to 10 pertain to specific steps of the implementation
cycle after teacher inservice and learner placement into the program
have been accomplished. As the field test progressed, the use of two
distinctly different implementation patterns emerged--a formal pattern
and an informal pattern (author-assigned terms) . The major distinction «
betwéen the two patterns lies in the membership aﬁ@tytgbility of the
groups to which the skill instruction was addressed. Group membership

- for the formal pattern was determined by learners' mastery status on the

skills taught during each instructional skill cycle. Skill groups were
composed primarily of nonmasters of those skills. Membership changed as
often as new skill groups were formed. Group membership for the informal
pattern, on the other hand, was prescribed by learners' overall devel-
opmental reading needs. In other words, Design Comprehension skill-
instruction was incorporated as a basal, or developmental, reading group
activity and the groups were relatively stable. )

The formal .implementation pattern was predominant in the eight
schools where typical reading achievement is at or above grade level.
All the primary level units in one multiunit school and a lower primary
unit in another multiunit school were exceptions. The informal pattern
was predominant in the two cqnventionally‘organized schools where
typical reading achievement is below grade level.

Information for requisites 4 to 10 is presented with reference. to
the two implementation patterns, formal and informal.

Requisite 4: The local faculty hust demonstrate a commitment
to the Comprehension element that ensures that every learner
receives instruction appropriate to his skill deficiencies.

Once a learner's instructional level has been identifed and his/her
mastery status for each skill at that level has been assessed, instruc-
tion should focus upon the skills initially not mastered. Because non- "
mastery is the major criterion for skill group membership, schools which
implemented the formal pattern can be said to have generally attained .
this requisite. Learners generally received instruction only in the
skills they had not mastered. Of the interviewees in schools impleémenting
the formal pattern, 62.5% reported that only nommasters of a skill received
instruction in t skill. Occasionally learners ¥eceived instruction in
skills they had ‘already mastered. There was a variety of reasons for this:
they had barely achieved mastery at break-in; they needed skill review;
they were not applying the skill; or instruction was not currently being
offered fax a skill they not mastered. _ ) _

In schodlg and units using the informal pattern, instruction was
less targeted, primarily because skill mastery status was not the criterion
for membership in a particular developmental reading group. Although
learners received instruction in skills they had not mastered, they also
received ifistruction in skills they had mastered and at a much higher
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. v frequency-tian Gﬁs'frue for formal skill group learners. Just 1l.1% of
"~ the 1nt¢rviewees-implgmenting the informal pattern indicated that only -
the nonmasters of a skill received instructiom. : '
égggisite-S:’ Instructional groups must bé.formed’qn the
basis of assessment information. .

Assessment information about each learner's skill development
' v status is;tranéferrgd:to a pupil profile card by notch;ng'holes'open for
skills that have been mastered and by leaving holes unnotched, or closed,

a

. “for.skills not yet mastered. Skewering of the holes on the cards identifies

- . the masters and nommasters for each skill ‘and is the technique by which

. skill groups of nonmasters are formed. Transfer of assessment information
to the profile cards and subsequent skewering oft the cards is a continuous

‘ pgégyss. Users Of the formal implementation pattern always formed '
instructionak.skill groups on the basis of the profile cards, i.e.,
asgéssment information. ' : : _

* “psers of-the informal pattern did not form instructional skill
gréups on the basis of assessment information, as a learner's Design
Comprehension skill status was.not the criterion for membership in a -
particular developmental reading group. Decisions about what skills .

_ needed to be taught, however, were not based solely on teacher judgment.
Interviewees implementing the informal pattern indicated that they used

profile card information to identify their groups' skill needs.
H

~ Requisite 6: Instruction must be provided that is related
to the skill deficiencies of the instructional groups. Two
hours per wé%k of skill instruction is the minimum time require-
ment. ’ o

Two hours per week of Comprehension skill instruction was proposed
as the minimum time requirement when the field test plan was first
formulated. When inservice materials weére prepared to offer teachers
alternatives for scheduling instruction, it b%game clear that two hours.
per week every week might not be feasible. - )

' Five plans were subsequently offered to the field test participants
to help them schedule instruction. Each plan was an alternative for
incorporating Design skill instruction and either basal or individualized
reading instruction into the traditional daily."reading” block. The
plans differed in the division of time for skill and basal instruction
and in grouping procedures, that is, whether concurrent groups were .
formed for each Design skill area, or skill areas were rotated. It was
decided that the requisite should be judged attained if the schools
implemented any of the scheduling alternatives. T

Implementation of the same scheduling alternative by all the units
or grade levels within & school was not a field test requirement. Four
schools did implement an alternative on a school-wide basis. Two of
these schools used the informal implementation pattern and offered daily’
instruction in Design Comprehension skills; one offered daily Comprehension
instruction in formal skill groups; and one, using the formal pattern, .
rotated Design elements for @nstruction—-a two-week cycle of Word Attack
was rotated with a two-week cycle of Comprehension in the school's
primary unit, while two-week cycles of Study Skills and Comprehension

D
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were rotated in its intermediate unit. Six schools implemented multiple

plans that incorporated rotation as well as nonrotation of skill cycles.

Obviously there was wide variability in the scheduling of implementation,
not only among schodls, but also within schools.

The number of Design elements a school was implementing was not a
differentiating variable in the scheduling alternatives adopted. For
example,:of the four. .schools that were implementing just Word Attack and
Comprehension, only qne school offered instruction daily in both elements.
Two schools rotated cycles of Word Attack and Comprehension in their
primary units, but offered Comprehension instruction daily in the inter-
mediate units. At the fourth school, thd primary unit rotated Compre-
hension instruction with instruction in a content area, while its inter-
mediate unit provided Camprehension skill instruction without rotation. ~

~ Likewise, no single scheduling preference emerged among the six schools

implementing Study Skills in addition to Word Attack and Comprehension.
The four schools that adopted a scheduling alternative on a school-wide
basis were not the same four schools that were implementing just Word
Attack and Comprehension. The six schools that implemented multiple
scheduling alternatives were not the same six schools that were imple-
menting Study Skills in addition to Word Attack and Ccmprehension.‘ '
_ Observation had indicated that the presence of Study Skills as an
implementation variable was not worth investigating for several reasons.
The degree and pattern of Study Skills' implementation varied markedly
within and across the six schools. The commercial edition of Study
Skills had just been published at the start of the Comprehension field
test and it took some schools several months to change from the field
test edition to the commercial edition because of the substantial
revisions that had been made. Therefore, the ¢hangeover created a
prolonged break in Study Skills implementation for some, schools. Also, -

. f'the content-oriented as well as skill-oriented approaches to Study
" Skills implementation provided flexibility in scheduling for instruction.

Across the six schools implementing all three Design elements, there was
no visible pattern relative to Study Skills implementation that differen-
tiated those who rotated elements for instruction from those who did
not. b

. Although scheduling was characterized by wide variability, some
generalizations can be supported. Across the ten Schools, the rotation
of skill cycles for Word Attack and Comprehension”instruction was pre-
dominant at the primary grade levels along with a daily basal reading
period. The schgols and units implementing the informal pattern were
exceptions. Here, Word Attack, Comprehension,:and basal instruction
occurred daily without rotation. Among the schools implementing the
formal pattern, some used schedules that involved rotation of skill
cycles and somg did not. In schools implementing Study Skills through a
skill—oriented approach, there was a tendency for Comprehension instruc-
tion to be rotated with Study Skills at the intermediate grade levels.
Rotation of Word Attack and Comprehension instruction was seen less
often at the intermediate levels because the majority of learners have
completed Word Attack by the time they have reached that level. '

‘The average number of minutes per week spent on Comprehension skill
instruction in schools implementing the forgal pattern was derived by
multiplying the total number of days by the minutes per day spent in a
Comprehension skill cycle and dividing by the length of time between
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regrouping for Comprehension instruction. The average number of minutes
is presented in Table 12 for two groups of interviewees, those who did
not rotate Design elements for instruction, and those who' aia. Ipter-
viewees who did not rotate, regrouped for Comprehension instruction
either every two weeks or three weeks and provided a weekly average of
103.3 minutes of instruction. The primary level interview data for this
group were not analyzed because they were either incomplete or suspect.
Interviewees who rotated Design elements for instruction regrouped for
Comprehension either every four weeks, every six waeka, or every nine
weeks; the average number of minutes per week they spent on Compre-
hension instruction was 47.7. The majority of interviewees for both
groups indicated that they were usually teaching just one skill group,‘. v
that is, they did not divide their time among several groups.

The data from 16 interviewees who implemented the informal pattern”
are incomplete because the majority were unable to report either the

B
~

TABLE 12

AVERAGE NUMBER OF MINUTES PER WEEK INTERVIEWEES USING. FORMAL
IMPLEMENTATION PATTERN SPENT ON COMPREHENSION SKILI, INSTRUCTION
ACCORDING TO REGROUPING FREQUENCIES :

Interviewees : _ Regrouping Frequencies .

N(Grade levels éepresented) 2 weeks 3 weeks 4 weeks 6 weeks 9 weeks

Nonrotation of Design
Elements for Instruction

5 (Intermediate) 109.0 .
. (60-125)*
{ .
4 (Intermediate) 96.2
(75-140)

Average: 103.3 minutes

Rotation of Design
Elements for Instruction

*5 (3 Primary; 56.0
v 2 Intermediate) © (35=75)
6 (4 Primary; : , - 43.7
" 2 Intermediate) . - . (21-70)
2 1 (Primary) : 30.0
Average: 47.7 minutes ’ \\\

*Range ) ) \\\
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average number of days spent on a particular skill, the number of minutes
per day, or how often they began instruction in # new skill. The number
of days reported ranged from 6 to 35, and the punber of minutes per day
Design Comprehension instruction was givenﬂta‘ g developmental reading
group ranged from 5 to 10. Therefore, a develbpmental reading group might
have received a minimum of 25 or maximum of 50 aiq@tes of Design Comprehen-
sion skill instruction each week. .

¢

ggggisite 7: Learners must be postassessed following
instruction in order to ascertain their mastery 1eve1.

Interviewees of both implementation patterns reported that they
‘always postaasessed following instruction. The product's criterion-
referenced tests were used as the assessment instruments. Postassess-
ment was a scheduled activity that signaled the end of a’ skill cycle for
implementors of the formal pattern. Postassessment for a skill was less

~ scheduled for implementdks of the informal pattern and occurred when
learners appeared to be ready for it. .

Requisite 8: Learners must be regrouped in a manner that ,
is consistent with their current skill needs. It

This requisite is related to several of the other requisites. ii;g T
attainment is dependent particularly upon attainment of requisites'S, 7, . .
and 9 which pertain respectively to skill groups formed on the basis of
assessment information, postassessment following instruction, and up-to-
date record keeping (see below for discussion of requisite 9). Requi-
site 8 is also interrelated with instruction targeted at learners' skill-
deficiencies (requisite 4). Implementors of the formal ‘pattern can be
said to have satisfactorily attained requisite 8. They regrouped learners
for instruction that was consistent with their current skill needs by
postassessing after instruction and by forming skill groups on the basis
of profile cards, i.e., assessment information. Formal implementors
regrouped for Comprehension every two to nine weeks (see requisite 6),
and their skill groups were composed primarily of normasters (see requi-
site 4).

Implementors of the informal pattern did not regroup in order to
provide instruction consistent with their learners' current skill needs.
Informal implementors were cognizant of their developmental reading

. group members' skill deficiencies, they postassessed after instruction,
and they kept group members' profile cards up-to~-date. However, masters

. as well as nonmasters frequently received instruction in a skill. That

- is, instruction was targeted toward areas where learners were proficient
as well as where they were deficient.

l Requisite '8 is based on the assumption that regrouping on the basis
of nonmastery is the most direct and efficient method of providing
instruction focused on the current skill needs of learners. Imple-
mentors of the formal pattern can be said to have attained requisite 8
while implementors of the informal pattern cannot.
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"Requisite 9: Profile cards must be kept up-to-date and in a
fashion that ensures their utility in.instructional decisions.
‘“(7

e

Interviewees of hoth implementation patternsﬂxeported that the
Comprehension profile cards or other recordkeeping devices, such as wall v
charts, were kept up-to-date. '

) Requisite 10: New skill groups must be formed at a rate that
ensures campletion of at least one level per grade in a school

: year throughout the field test period.

.1

The most precise method of measuring this requisite would have been
to analyze the differences between the number of skills mastered upon .’
entering the program and the numbexr of-skills mastered at the end 6f the
field test period for samples of. learners from the field test sites. - -
‘However, the magnitude of the data-gathering needs for the. entire field
test precluded use of this method. A less precise ‘estimate was obfained
by analysis of the number of skills a each skill level and the regrouping
frequencies cited dn the description o requisite 6.

The number of skills at each level follows:

" Level A 4 skills
R . Level B 4 skills
/' . Level C |\ .5 skills
T AP W 34 Level D 6 skills
Level E 6 skills :
Level F » 6 skills A
, Level G 5 skills N o f

Learners at the primary level working at Levels A to C would have had to
master an average of 4.33 skills to complete at least one level per
grade during the field test period; ‘learners at the intermediate level
working at Levels D to G would have had to master an average of 5.75

"~ skills. Using the regrouping frequencies from Table 12 and a 40-week
period as a school year base, learners who were regrouped for Compre-
hension every two, three, four, six, and even nine weeks, would have had
the opportunity to receive instruction for the average number of skills
cited above. This analysis applies only to implementors of the formal
pattern.

Comparable data are not available for implementors of the informal
pattern. Interviewees were usually unable to report how often they
began instruction in a new skill. Further, it is not known how often a
learner received instruction in skills not mastered, as opposed to

_ skills mastered. It can only be surmised that learners of the informal
pattern did complete at least one skill level during the field test
period.

sm!! \__a '

Evaluative information about product implementation has been pre-
sented in relation to the attainment:status of field test sites for each
of -.the developer-recommended requisites for effective implementation.’

*
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A summary evaluation statement for each requisite was provided in
Table 11. The first three requisites pertained to product installation
and were assessed as sqtisfactorily,attained, with the exception of.
provision of sufficient opportqnitiés for the keying of local materials
to the:product's instructional objectives and placement testing for new
students and second semester kindergarten-level students. .

"Requisites 4 to 10 referred to the instructional, assessment, and
management aspects of implementation. Variability in the attainment of
these requisites was described in relation to the formal and informal
implementation patterns used by the field test faculties. For the for-
mal pattern, instructional groups weré formed on the basis of common
skill needs and membership changed as often as new skill groups were.
formed.  For the informal pattern, instructional groups were formed
on the basis of basal reader ability with the membership of these groups
remaining relatively intact. Implementors of the formal pattern were
seen as having attained requisites 4 to 9 satisfactorily. For imple~
mehtors_of'thg informal pattern, the results were satisfactory for requi-
sites 7 and 9, generally satigfactory for. requisgites 5 and 6, and un-
satisfactory for requisites 4 and 8. Satisfactory attaimment for both
‘implementation patterns.for requisite 10 was based on an estimate rather
than actual evidence.

It can be concluded that the teacher's resource files, teacher's
planning guide and Center-sponsored inservice provided aﬁfffbient
information. for .the field test faculties to implement the’ product
according to the requisites for effective implementation. Whether
the requisites are attained or not is dependent upon the implemen-

. tation pattern which school staff members elect to use rather than
upon_ the sufficiency of the proqyét's component materials.

R

" - OBJECTIVE 2:: PRODUCT FEASIBILITY

- >
2

o N

The evaluative information provided for objeative 1 showed that the

Design Comprehension element can be installed andasmplemented according

to the developer's plan, which-is one measure of product feasibility.
‘Teacher acceptance and degree of enthusiasm are additional measures.

During the third monitoring visit, each school's principal or

reading specialist was asked to rath teacher reaction to.the Design

- Comprehension program. Their ratings are presented in Table 13. From.
_Table 13 it is clear that most of the staff at the two site types had a

~ positive reaction to the program. . ' " ‘

"Also during the third monitoring visit, the 40 teacher/unit leader

: intefvieweeéuwgre asked to provide, independently of the interview,
their pe;ceptions of the program by rating statements on a five-point
scale from (1) "strongly disagree" to (5) "strongly agree." The 40 °
interviewees represented 22%.of the field test staff since the total
‘number: .of teaching staff members across the ten schools was 181. The 40
included 16 primary level teachers and 24 intermediate level teachers, N
32 of whom were using the formal implementation pattern, and 8, the
informal pattern. 3 .
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TABLE 13 ' .
. . @
PRINCIPAL/READING SPECIALIST RATINGS OF
~ ' STAFF REACTIONS TO WDRSD: COMPREHENSION /
v . o
. ‘Reaction -
Staff Negative Lukewarm Positive Enthusiastic
Site Type A . . a a : )
Schools where typical = Most’ 1 1 -9 -
reading achievement ' ‘
is at or above ' Some - C2 - 2
grade level (N = 9)* _ : . :
' ‘ : A few - 2 . 1 _ - - 1
Site Type B B - v
Schools where typical Most Co- - 2 -
reading achievement )
is below grade . Some - - 1 - 1
level (N = 2) o . S
A few - - . - : -

*N = 9 here, rather than 8, because one school system has separate buildings
and administrators for its primary and intermediate level students.

2a particular grade level at one school

Y

Table 14 presents the interviewees' degree of agreement, according
to implementation patterns, for nine statements. Statement 1 refers to
_agreement with the selection of skills identified on the whole. State-
ments 2 to 7 refer to the objectives in each of the six strands. When

the percent of respondents for categories 4 'and 5 are summed, it is
clear that implementors of both patterns agreed with statement 1, that
the Design had correctly idgntified skills students need for reading
comprehension. There was also a high degree of agreement among the
interviewees with reéspect to the objectives that had been identified for
the Main Idea and Context strands. The lower percent of interviewees
agreeing with the Sequence, Reasoning, Detail, and Affixes objectives
confirmed other field test data which indicated the need for revisions
in those strands. '

Statements 8 and 9 were designed to measure degree of enthusiasm
for the product and the product's perceived effectiveness. In summing
the percent respondents for categories 4 and 5, 72% felt that spending
extra time to teach the skills was worthwhile. Ratings on this measure
of entth;Lsm were highest for the formal implementors; over half of the
informal implementors chose the neutrzl category for statement 8. These
same proportions between the two groups were maintained for statement 9,
but there was more spread across the rating categories. Slightly more
than half of the formal implementors agreed that the Design enabled them
to teach comprehension skills better than any other program they had

; ‘ 4 8 | - !
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/. TABLE 14
/ Cos : .
/ . : L . .
‘ FHIRD MONITORING VISIT INTERVIEWEES' DEGREE OF _ )
AGREEMENT WITH STATEMENTS ABOUT WDRSD; COMPREHENSION%“ , ' g
g .
L . , f . - -
Implementation “N Re- -~ Mean % Strongly % Disagree & Neutral § Agree % Strongly
Fattern* spondents Rating Disagree (1) A2) - (3) (4) " Agree (5)
1. ! WiSconsin besign'h}s identified skills that students need for readihg ‘
mprehension. : ' : '

A : g
Formal 32 . 4.2 0.0 3.1 3.1° 62.5 31.2
Informal | 8 4.00 0.0 0.0 12.5  75.0° 12.5
Totali! K / 40 4.17 0.0 2.5 5.0 65.0 27.5
2. Méz,s ry of the objectives in the Main Idea strand is essential for reading

eHension, ‘ ' :

- 30 4.30 0.0 0.0 33 63.3 - 33.3
Inforﬁal A 7 3.71 0.0 0.0 28.6 71.4 0.0
Total : 37 4.19 0.0 . 0.0 8.1 64.9 27.0
3.. Mastery of the objectives in the Sequence strand is essential for reading

comprehension., - : : s : _
'Formal 30 3.83 0.0 6.8 16.7  63.3 13.3
Informal 6 3.50 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0
qug&; 36 3.78 0.0 5.5 22.2 61.1 ©11.1
4. Mastery of the objectives in the soning strand .is essential for feading
ﬁ ‘comprehension. , N
:.é ] N . B )
 Fdrmal 27 4.00 0.0 3.7 14.8  59.3  22.2
Informal 8 3.62 0.0 0.0 37.5 62.5 0.0
Tdtal = 35 3.91 0.0 2.9 1 20.0 60.0 17.1
‘5. Mastery of the objectives in the Detail strand is essential for readingi/
- comprehension. . .
Formal,; 30 3.93 0.0 0.0 23.3  60.0 16.7
Informal 7 3.71 0.0 114.3 14.3 57.1 14.3
Total 37 3.89 ° 0.0 2.7 .21.6 59.4 16.2
6. Mastery of the objectives in the Context strand is essential for reading
comprehension. v :
.Formal 24 3.92 0.0 4.2 8.3 79.2 8.3
Informal 8 4.00 0.0 0.0 12.5 75.0 ﬁTQ.S
Total 32 .3.94 0.0 3.1 9.4 78.1 .4
4 9 (continued)
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~Table 14 (donf.) . o

‘Implementation _ N Re- Mean % Strongly % Disagree %, ,Neutral % Agree % Strongly

Pattern vspondents Rating Disagree (1) (2) - (3) (4) = Agree (5)

7. Mastery of the objectives in the Affixes strand is essential for reading

comprehension.
) ) v

Formal 24 3.87 0.0 0.0 25.0 62.5. . 12.5
Informal 8 3.37 - 0.0 0.0 62.5 37.5 ‘ _0.0
Total ' o 32 ©3.75 . 0.0 0.0 34.4 56.2 9.4
8. Spending extra time to teach the Design's COmprehensioqukills.is[wcrthwhilq.
Formal T 32 4.06 0.0 3.1 18.7 46.9 31.2
Informal ° ) 7 3.57 0.0 . 0.0 57.1 28.6 - 14.3

0.0 2.6 25.6 43.6 28.2

Total SR -39 3.97

9. rpngeﬁiséonsin.Desigg,enables me to teach ccmprehension skills bettér than any
“other program I've used. .

Formal 29 '3.38 3.4 20.7 20.7 44,8
Informal 8 3.12 0.0 12.5 62.5  .25.0
2.7

Total 37 3.32

1

18.9  29.7 40.5

*The formal implemeﬁtation pattern was predominant in the eight site type”A'§Choélé}
the informal implementation pattern was predominant in the two site type B schools.

4 | ,

~used, while more than half of the informal implementors chose the -
neytral rating for statement 9. Across all nine statements, a majority
of the formal implementors rated in categories 4 and 5, and a majority
of the informal implementors rated in categories 3 and 4.
, During the fourth monitoring visit, conducted near the end of the
field test, the 30 teacher/unit leader interviewees were-‘asked how they
felt about continuing with the program. Of the responses, 83.3% were
positive, 10.0 neutral, and 6.7% negative. ]

The number of interviewees for the third and fourth monitoring
visits is small in comparison to the total number of school staff who
were implementing the program. Nevertheless, the data for -the formal
implementors are generalizable since a~§ajority of those interviewees
were from multiunit schools and were presenting a unit viewpoint, rather
than an individual viewpoint. It can be concluded that school staff in
general considered the Design's COmprehensibﬁ component a viable program.
Staff members who used the formal implementation pattern were, on the .
whole, quite enthusiastic about the program. Reactions to the program
for interviewees of the informal implementation pattern were more neutral.

00



OBJECTIVE 3: PRODUCT DEFICIENCIES

Comment Cards (Appendix H) filled out by “the field test teachers
alerted the developer to deficiencies in the product's erials.

Specific component materials receiving comments were the teacher's
. planning guide, teacher's resource files, and the criterion-referenced
tests. There are separate teacher's planning guides for Word Attack,

for Study Skills, and for Comprehension, and one guide for Self-Directed,.

Interpretive, and Creative Reading. The need was expressed for a single
planning guide that would provide several specific examples of how to
- schedule for concurrent implementation of all the Design elements.
Although the teacher's resource files received many positive
comments, some teachers felt ‘that more variety was needed in the type of

skill development activities offered. They advocated that activities be’

less teacher-directed, adaptable to independent work, less paper and
pencil, and more "game-oriented." The inclusion of activities for skill
application was also suggested.

.Tests most frequently cited as having problems were those in the
Sequence, Beasoning, Detail, and,Affix strands. Teachers commented that
the,memory load was too great for the Sequence tests at Levels A, B, and
C and that the: picture size was too small for both the Sequience and
Reasoning tests at Levels A and B. Teachers also identified test items
where.. the picture content was confusing. Some teachers felt that there
was not enough difference between the levels of the skills in ‘a strand

-as, for example, in the Sequence "Before or After" skills at Levels B

and C, and Context at Levels D qnd E.» Some childrén were able to master

a Detail skill at a higher level but, not: at a lower level, calling the
leveling of the skills into question. Across. the strands, teachers
identified test items that were particularly confusing or troublesome
for their students. . «

. Teachers also identified more general problem-areas. Many felt
that there was too great a gap between Levels B 'and C. That is, chil-
dren who were able to rather rapidly move through the liftening skills
at Bevel A and B could not then handle the reading required at Level C.
They also felt that the leap from listening skills at Levels A and B to
reading at Level C was too great. It was recommended ‘that reading be
required for some of the Level B skills as a transition to Level c. A
lower vocabulary level for Level C was also recommended. The other
general problem area concerned the Reasoning strand. Both school
administrators and teachers advised that more teacher-directed material
was needed for the upper-level reasoning skills. Teachers did not have
-the background in reasoning they felt was requisite for teaching those
skllls.

51



/ oo ‘ . . TN
’ g IV
~ . .0

. , p . : . g
. o . : Sy L
K The: degree of implementation—;;j?ie field test sites provides one .
* context for evaluating the product effectiveness data presented. for
field test objectives 4 to 8. The ‘observed implementation period pro-
- vides another context for evaluation of the effectiveness data, par-_
“7 . ticularly in relation to comparative performance on the program-embedded ,
“ ¢ tests, objective 4. As originally designed, the field test term permitted
an implementation period of nine months for the primary levels (Grades 1
to 3) and eight months for the intermediate levels (Grades 4 to 6) s
before comparison gdata were collected for the implementation groups. A
_ majority of the p ry level ‘teachers began implementation in November
of 1973;fbut it ig questionable whether actual instruction had gotten °
undexway by Fall }974 before the comparison data were collected in late
September. fore, the actual implementation period ‘for the primary
levels was approximately seven months. Intermediate level teachers in
eight of the ten schools began instruction on schedule in January 1974,
and all but one school had started in the Fall by October 1974. The
 actual iqplementation period for the intermediate levels before the
comparison,data were collected in late November, then, was also approx-
imately seven months.
' Vvirtually no implementation occurred for Grade 1 ‘vefore the com-"
parison data were collected. Second semester kindergarten implementation
occurred in just two of the ten schools. Implementation of the year-
round~-school concept_began in 1974 in.one of these two schools, meaning
that comprehension instruction at all grade levels began again in Juiy 1974
for two tracks of students and in October 1974 for-the third track.
Except for the year-round-school, the beginning and ending of school
dates were approximately alike for all the field test Sites. ‘

The evaluation for objectives 4 and 5 was designed to contrast the
performance of learners of the same age/grade level at the field test
sites in different academic years, immediately prior to installation
(Fall 1973, preimplementation group) and near the end of the first year

f’ ;. of implementation (Fall 1974, Amplementation group). Each age/grade
- o level preimplementation group served as the control group for the group
% ‘of learners one year younger. The grade levels reported in the tables
for objectives 4 and 5 identify the grade levels tested; the change
scores reflect the results of implementation efforts between Fall 1973
and 1974. For example, change scores reported for grade 5 show the
results of 1973-74 implementation in grade 4 as well as any implementation :
in grade 5 prior to the Fall 1974 testing.

2
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. OBJECTIVE 4: COMPARATIVE PERFORMANCE--PROGRAM-EMBEDDED TESTS ~

Results of comparisons on the program-embedded tests between the
preimplementation groups and the implementation groups are presented in
Table 15 for the site type A schools and in Table 16 for the site type B .
schools. Percent of mastery information was obtained by computing-the '
percent of students tested who performéd at an 80% or higher level on
the test. Included in the tables are the values for the independent
sample t tests computed on the raw score cnange of each skill assessed.

“ -

Site Type A Comparative Performance

of the 28 Design objectives assessed, .the implementation groups ,
‘(Fall 1974 data) mastered 22 objectives, or 79%, at a higher level than
the preimplementation groups (Fall 1973 data). Eight of these 22 gains
and 1 of the 6 losses involve skills: for which the 1973 and 1974 data
sources are not uniform. See "Product Effectiveness," Chapter II, for
a discussion of the data sources.

. - The raw score changes were statistically significant for 9 of the
22 gains and for 2 of the 6 skills for which there were losses. Data
sources were not uniform for 3 of these 9 statistically significant
gains and for 1 of the 2 significant losses. Skills and grade levels
for which gains were statistically significant were D1, Grades 4 .and 5;
A2, Grade 1; D2, Grade 4; B3, Grade 2; E3, Grade 6; B4, Grade 2; and D6
* and E5, Grade 4. Statistically significant losses occurred for A4 at
Grade 1 and E3 at Grade- 5.

When the comparisons’ are analyzed by grade level clusters, 6, or ’
54.5%, of the 11 comparisons for the primary levels (1 to 3) were positive;
16, or 94.1%, of the 17 comparisons for the intermediate levels (4 to 6)
were positive. It should be recalled that in the evaluative information
presented for product implementation, field test objective 1, it was found
that intermediate level interviewees of the formal implementation pattern .
spent a higher average number of minutes perjweek in skill instruction than
‘did primary level interviewees. /

. Site Type B Comparative Performance

o

Of the 29 Design objectives’ assessed in these two schools, the
‘implementation groups madtered 21 objectives, or 72%, at a higher level
than the preimplementation groups. When raw score changes are compared,
gains occurred for 22, or 76%, of the skills. Eleven, or half, of the
raw score gains and 3-of the 7 losses involve skills for which the 1973
‘and 1974 data sources are not uniform.
i Raw score changes were statistically significant for 9 of the 22

gains and-‘for 3 of the 7 losses. The 3 significant losses -all occurred
at grade level 1 in schools where there had been no kindergarten or
grade 1 implementation prior to the testing. These losses, then, cannot
be attributed to program effect. ' Data sources were not uniform for 5
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Table 15 (cont )

Sxuhrya

- [
| T RLLT RILIOM 197374 Change '
Comprehension Skills Grade ~  Raw score Percent  Raw score Dercent = Raw score Percent
Level ¥ mean masters N mean  masters  mean  masters t
Ei-Making Deductions () 6 28 1933 544 M 046 684 L1 1.0 e
G-Induction (15 6 28 140 605 44 1L 668 5 63 214
ETAIN STRAND ' | |
B--Detail’ (20) CoTo B R38O 6T e L# LS 5.0
chedetail () 3 w6 WA 65 W B2 6l -1 6 -dl
Dé--Clauses () 36 LR &1 w8 12 B4 -6 5T L&
S--passives” (2 ¢ 0 B8 %2 207 168 55.8 A 96 .20
Di--Clauses (21) L5 A0 1L 66T 29 1M7L A g 15 L6y
E4--Enbedded Parts (20 5 6% 69 W W& BS R 6 L
P5-~Enbedded Parts |
ol Clses (1) 540 1460 454029 W41 @85 Ll ‘ 31 .38
PS~~Enbedded Payts )y o .
i Clauses () NS U Y 4 LA
CONTEXT STRAND | | |
D--Conteit (1 . 4 23 9.9 L4 A8 0.2 WS B 1L4 340
BeCotest (1 4 23 TR %5 28 781 43 .4 22 21l
Maxmm possible score | | S o 5 7
5 8 1973 and 1974 data sources not unlform | ‘ v
* N = 9 schools
**p ¢ 05
***p( 01 ‘
[KC s \ %

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: \\



TABLE 16

COMPARATIVE PERFORMANCE ON PROGRAM-EMBEDDED TESTS
OF STUDENTS IN SCHOOLS WITH TYPICAL READING ACHIEVEMENT
BELOW GRADE LAVEL (SITE TYPE B)
v Fall 1973 : “Fall 1974 ,'1973-’7"? Change
Comprehension Skills Grade Raw score Percent Raw score Percent Raw score Percent .
Level N mean masters N' mean masters mean masters “t
MAIN IDEA STRAND ~ . .« | e P, R
Bl--Paragraph Topics® (15)° 2 50.  9.88 44.0 54  9.63 B9 225 51 -l
Bl~-Paragraph Topics” (15) 3 50 _10.88% 520 56 12.02 643 -~ L1, 123 L.BW
Cl--Paragraph Topics (15) & B 1.3 543 49 143~ S5l .09 0.8 .l22
Dl--Topic Sentences (15) 4 3 , 503 2.9 49 596 14.3 93 1l4 1313
Cl--Paragraph 'I‘opi.cssa (15) 5 50 11.32 56.0 47  12.98 6.6 1.6 20.6 ~2.725**5
D1--Topic Sentences (15) 6 49 9.16 ~ 44.9 49  9.43 34,7 27 =102 .38 ,
El--Main Idea (13) 6 49 678 102 89 7.3 . 14.3 .55 41 8
SEQUENCE STRAND '. | ' R
A2--First or Last Event® (14) 1 50  7.30 12.0 59 5.3 5.1  -LOL <69 <3321’
n2--Explicit Sequence (20) 5 49 10.88 0.0 47 1585  6L7  4.97 . 6L7 57724
D2--Explicit Sequence® (20) 6 50  12.46 30.0 49 13.82  42.9 . L% - 12.9 43 ;
REASONING' STRAND o S - s
Ad--Outcomes (12) 1 57 874 3.6 59 6.07 51  -2.67  -3/5 .88 !
B3--Outcomes '(12) 1 57 509 1.8 59 302 17 -2.07°, =0:1,-5:214%%s %
B3--Outcomes” (12) 2 50 468 4.0 53 6437 1.3 - L75 NEY 3%37{;**‘»&‘
Ad--Outcomes (12) 3 54 9.11 519 51 .10.06 72.5 .95 -'go.'s;,-izv.'sl'aa:*ﬁ% |
B3--Qutcomes (12) 3054 626 167 51 20 333 194 166 - 3599 ;|
' i - o G
‘;;\:'* — P Lo

- L 5 ( \:"\“Q‘.P
5g 4 ‘ 3 R ’ S ’(cpnti'mie:i_)lg q?&
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Table 16 (cont.) ' § .
. ,
Fall 1973 Fall 1974 1973-74 Change
Comprehension Skills Grade, Raw score Percent Raw score Percent Raw score Percent
' Level N mean _ masters N  mean masters mean _ masters t
C3--Cause-Effect (22) 54 1011 0.0 51 1420  29.4 4.09 29.4  5.918%**
C3--Cause-Effect® (22) 4 50 15.16 .24.0 49 15.63 . 34.7 47 10,7 .565

" c3--Cause-Effect’ (22) 5 50 1448 24.0 50 17.36  48.0  2.88  24.0 4.011%*
D3--Making Deductions” (20) 6 50 14.46 48.0 46 1491  50.0. .45 2.0 571
LETAIL STRAND | o o

. B4*-Detail® (20) 2. 50 11.60 18.0 53 1L2l  13.2 -.39 4.8 -.503

 B4--Detail® (20) 3 50  13.34 38,0 56 14.6}  46.4 1.27 8.4  .3%

" B4--Detail (20) 4 39 ‘16.85 69.2 47 16,77  74.5 -.08 5.3 -.126
C4--Detail (20) 4 39 13.33  4L0 47 ‘1432 55.3 .99 14.3 860
C5--Negatives” (23) 4 50  13.44 16.0 47 14.74  29.8 1.30 13.8 1,385
Ci--Detail® (20) 5 50 12.86 3.0 50 15.7%6  60.0 2.90 28,0 3,207¢%
C5--Negatives® (23) 5 50 13.28 8.0 47 17.38  48.9 4.10 40.9  4.778%#*
D4-Clauses (21) - * 6 52 1490 38.5 46 15.50  34.8 .60 -3.7  1.016
Ed--Enbedded Parts (20) 6 52 1431 4.3 46 .24 370 -.07 -5.3  -.109
CONTEXT STRAND | o .

D6--Context (12) 8.26 - 34.8 50 - 8.32 3.0 .06 1.2 115

60

\

21973 and 1974 data sources not. uniform,

Maximm possible score
*N = 2 schools

** p 5. .05

*iap ﬁ. .01

#

oY
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of the 9 significant gains and for 1 of the 3 significant losses.
Skills and grade levels for which gains were statistically significant
were Cl, Grade 5; D2, Grade 5; B3, Grade 2; A4, Grade 3; B3, Grade 3;
o 3, Grade 3; C3, Grade 5; C4 and C5, Grade 5. Statistically significant
4 .+ - losses occurred for A2, a4, and B3 at Grade 1. '
3 §f Six, or 54.5%, of the 1l primary level raw score change comparisons
'~ "! were positive while 16, or 88.9%, of the 18 intermediate level comparisons
were positive. Information from school personnel about the average
number of minutes spent-per week in skill instruction was imprecise and
thus cannot be related to these comparisons. ‘
When comparisons are analyzed by Comprehension strands across the
two site type groups, gains occurred for 9 (82%) of the 11 Main Idea
: . comparisons, for 6 (86%) of the 7 Sequence comparisons; for 13 (72%) of
the 18 Reasoning comparisons; for 13 (72%) of the 18 Detail comparisons;
. and for all (100%) of the three Context comparisons.

¢ ) .

£ OBJECTIVE 5: COMPARATIVE PERFORMANCE--STANDARDIZEb ‘
READING ACHIEVEMENT TESTS - '

N ~ The Fall 1974 data source for grade levels 4 to 6 (site type A) and
. 5 to 6 (site type B) did not result from random assignment of students

to the test. In order to measure field test objective 6, students who
had been rangomly assigned to the 1973 Comprehensive Tests of Basic
Skills test sittings at grade levels 3, 4, and 5 (site type A) and 4 and -
"5 (site’ type B) were intentionally assigned to the 1974 CTBS sittings at
grade levels 4, 5, and'6 and 5 and 6 respectively, for the two site type
groups. The data, however, were uniformly derived. from randomization
procedures for the 1973 baseline data at all grade levels and for the
1974. comparison data at grade levels 1 to 3 for the site type A schools
and at grade levels 1 to 4 for the site type B schools..

Comparison data for the preimplementation and implementation groups
in terms of raw score means and normative information are presented in
Table 17 for the site type A schools and in Table 18, for the site type B
schools. Also provided are‘values for the independent sample t tests
that were performed on the raw score changes.

Site Type A Comparative Performance

None of the six standardized test comparisons favored the preimple;
mentation groups. Although kindergarten implementation occurred in just
two of the nine schools, there was a raw score gain for the Listening
subtest of the Cooperative Primary Test administered at Grade 1. Fall
norms for this grade level are not available. The raw score gain for
the CPT Reading subtest administered at Grade 2 was significant at the
.01 level. : . _ ,

The most dramatic increase on the Comprehensive Tests of Basic
Skills occurred at Grade 6 where the raw score gain was sighificant at
the .05 level. Changes in percentile rank occurred at Grades 4 and 6
with increases of 4 and 7 respectively; there were no changes in either

1
i
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TABLE 17

A

N

COMPARATIVE PERFORMANCE ON STANDARDIZED READING ACHIEVEMENT TESTS
OF STUCENTS IN SCHOOLS WITH TYPICAL READING ACHIEVEMENT
AT OR ABOVE GRADE LEVEL (SITE TYPE A)*

Subtest, Fom 0 Level 2,

CIBS

* ' e
Pall 1973 Fall 1974 1973-74 Change

Standardized Test Grade|  Rawgcore . . Raw score Raw score ,

Level| N 'mean PR GE | N mean PR GE| mean PR G t
Listening Subtest, Pl v = ~|m mw = =| % = =l
Form 128, CPT |
Reading Subtest, 2 {4 2.7 63 -~ (255 3025 63 - | 248 0 == 2,910
Form 128, CPT : ' :

‘ i

eading Conpretension | 3 283 .00 51 353 w4 5 3| 00 0 T
Subtest, Farm ) level 1,
CIBS :
Reading Comprehension floy ms o a1l woe 5 o4 w41 M
Subtest, Form  Level 1,| | <
CT8S ! (
Realing Comprelension | 5 |43 2.9 54 5.3[2% 2924 54 53| .00 0 .0 !
Subtest, Form ) Level 2, | | ' v
CTBS o d
Reading Comprehension 6f 26 48 45 57|40 BN 52 62 L8 7 .5 2,500

dentries for percentlle ranks (ER) and grade equlvaz\mts (GE) are from natlonal norms tables

Fall norms not available for grade level 1

c-f: Grade equivalent at time of test administration: (¢} 3. 0 (d) §.2; (e) 5.2; (f) 6. 2

W = 9 schools
**p £ .05
mp-< 01

EKC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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~THEW C

* CONPARATIVE PERFORMANCE ON STANDARDIZED READING ACHIEVENENT TS .
OF STUDENTS IN SCHOOL§ WITH TYPICAL FEADING ACHIEVEMENT :
| BELOW GRADE LEVEL (SITE TYPE B)*,

L)
u( v '

| | o g i Fall 1973 ‘ Fall 1974 1973-24 Chmye :
Standardized Test rade Raw score - ‘Raw score Raw score

level|N  mean, PR G [N man PR 'GE | mean PR GE t

Listening Subtest, 2 [ W5 2% - |53 BAY H e | 2N QL - 220
Form 128,(CPT | _ 1 | e
¢ Reading Subtest, PL60 AN B - (% MR A - | M2 L - 278
.., Fom 28, (1 " | ,
b | |

Reading Comprehension | 4 | 51
Subtest, Form Q Level 1,
CTBS

A8 0 0[5 am 0 0 08 0 0 02,

'

Reading Comprehension S 148 1900 x TR Ak g W) 25 5 3 Lel
Subtest, Form Q Level 2 | | { - . =
CTBS | . |

Reading‘Comprehension 6 |49 2084 25 40(48 1L 37| -L69 -5 -3 -L152
Subtest, Form Q Level 2 \ .
CTBS .

t

aEntr:ies for percentile ranks (PR} for CPT are from national norms.tables and for CTBS'are from large-city norms
tables. Entries forygrade equivalents (GE) are from national norms tables.

b-d: Grade equivalent at time of test administration: (b) 4.0; (c) 5.2; (d) 6.2

N = 2 schools ' \

Hp .<. ,05

ki -<- 01

ev
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percentile ranks or grade equivalents at Grades 3 and 5. Grade 4
experienced a grade equivalent gain of .1 and Grade 6, a gain of .5. 1In
terms of grade equivalent scores, Grade 4 was .1 and Grade 6 was .5
below grade level in: Fall 1973, while Grade 3 was .3 and Grade 5 was .l
above grade level at that time. In Fall 1974 the grade equivalent
scores were at level for Grades 4 and 6 and again above level for Grades
3 (.3).and 5 (.1).

Site Type B-Comparative Performance

Implementatlon groups achieved a higher raw score than preimple- e
-m-ntation groups ‘'on four of the five comparjsons. Raw score gains were S
ﬂstatistlcally significant at the .05 level for the Listening subtest of
the Cooperative Primary Test at Grade 2 and at the .0l level for CPT
Reading subtest at Grade 3. There were percentile rank increases of 11
for bgth CPT subtests. * At the.three grade levels administered the CTBS,
no change in derived scores occurred at Grade 4 (CTBS Level 1), a gain
of 5 in percentile rank and .3 in grade equivalent occurred at Grade 5

(CTBS Level 2), and Grade 6 (CTBS Level 2) experienced a loss in both
percentile rank (-5) and grade equivalent (-.3). ° -

OBJECTIVE 6: COMPARATIVE PERFORMANCE OF INDIVIDUAL o
LEARNERS--STANDARDIZED READING ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

The CTBS test levels administered at each grade level must be con-
sidered when analyzing the longitudinal results for this objective. In
the site type A schools, three grade level comparisons were performed:
(1) grade-level 3 with 4; (2) 4 with 5; and (3) 5 with 6. Students were
administered CTBS Level 1 as third and fourth graders, Level 1 as fourth

' graders and Level 2 as fifth graders, and Level 2 as fifth and sixth

graders. The grade level 4 with 5 comparison, then, involves a change
from CTBS Level 1 to Level 2. Two grade level comparisons were ‘per~

" formed in the site type B schools:. (1) grade level 4 with 5; and

(2) grade level 5 with 6. Students were administered CTBS Level l'as
fourth graders and Level 2 as fifth graders, 'and Level 2 as fifth and
é§3xth graders. The grade level 4 with 5 comparison in the site tyIEEB

schools, - then, also involves a change from CTBS Level 1 to Level 2.
+» In computing the results for this objective it was not possible to
use the grade equivalent gain scores from oné gradé level to the next

given in Tables 17 and 18, because the year-to-year samples were not

strictly identical. The 1973 CTBS data in Tables 17 and 18 contain -
scores for several students who were no longer in attendance at those
schools in 1974. Similarl the 1974 CTBS data in both tables contain
scores for students who were-not-tes;ed with CTBS in 1973, but were
tested in 1974 to fill out a test sitting group. For example, in the
site type A grade level 3 with 4 comparison, 233 students were admin-.
istered the CTBS in Grade 3 in Fall 1973 and 229 students were admin-
istered the CTBS in Grade 4 in Fall 1974 Of these students only 199
were tested both years. i :

-~
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For the other two site type A comparisons the following numbers of
students were administered the CTBS both years:- 190 of the 223 students
(Grade 4, 1973) and 234 students (Grade 5, 1974); and 221 bf the 243
students (Grade 5, 1973) and 247 students (Grade 6, 1974). For the two
site type' B comparisons, the following numbers of students were admin-
istered the CTBS both years: 40 of the 51 students (Grade 4, 1973) and

.52, students (Grade 5, 1974); and 29 of the 48 students (Grade 5, 1973)

and 48 students (Grade 6, 1974).
Frequency distributions of grade equivalent change scores were
plotted for each of the grade level comparisons using the data from only

“those students tested both years, The distributions, by site type and

grade level comparison, are shown in Table 19 in terms of the number and
percentage of students for six grade- equivalent change interv&ls. In
the grade level 3 with 4 comparison, 62. 3% of the 199 students tested
gained 1.1 or more years. A gain of 1.2 would be expected since the
grade equivalent at the time of test administration in Grade 3 was 3.0 °
and in Grade 4 was 4.2. Of the 190 students in the grade 4 compared
with 5 comparison, 45.2% gained 1.1 or mcre~years. In the grade 5
compared to 6 comparison, 46.6% of 221 .students gained 1.1 or more

.years. Across the three grade level comparisons for the site type A

schools, 5.4% of the students experienced no change in grade equivalent

" scores, 27.9% a gain from a month to a year, 51.3% a gain of 1.1 or

better, while 15.4% experienced a loss in grade equivalent.
For the site type B schools, 50% of the 40 grade level 4 with 5
corfbarison students gained 1.1 or more, while only 17.2% of the 29 grade

"level 5 with 6 comparison students gained 1.1 or more years. Across the

two site type B comparisons, 7.2% of the students experienced no change

~in grade equivalent scores, 33.3% a gain from a month to a year, 36.2% a

gain of 1.1 or better, while 23.2% experienced a loss in grade equivalent.
In order to test these data statistically, a standardized measure
of an individual's relative standing from year to year was necessary.
Thig was accomplished by utilizing the derived percentile ranks. The
1973 percentile ranks of individuals were derived from tables of national
norms (large-city norms--site type B) on the basis of their CTBS raw
score, test level, grade level, and time of year administered. Then, a
projected raw score, based on the same'percentile rank for the next
grade level, was determined. The differences between the 1974 obtained
raw score and the 1974 projected raw score from the 1973 percent11§‘<'-
information were computed. These difference scores wire then ap
by grade level, using dependent t tests. The results are summa of
Table 19. The gains were greater than would be expected for the sité&
type A grade level 3 with 4 and 5 with 6 comparisons. For the grade
level 5 with 6 site type B comparison, there was a more significant
decrease than would be expected over a one-year period.

~ OBJECTIVE 7: PERCENT MASTERS AF%%R?SKILL INSTRUCTIO& .

Postassessmeﬁt Foilowing Instruction Forms (Appendix I) were com-
pleted and returned to the Center by the field test faculties of seven

,of the eight site type A schools that were monitored and by one of the

two site type B schools. Data summaries from the forms are provided in
Tables 20 and 21 respectively for the two site tY?F groups.
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.( N
DISTRIBUTION OF GRADE EQUIVALENT CHANGES OF STUDENTS ADMINISTERED .THE CTBS '
~ READING CONPREHENSION SUBTEST IN BOTH 1973 AND 1974
: | | 4
. ﬁ
| / Intervals of Grade Equivalent Changes Projected Vs,
© Mninigtration , llor -1t Jto Llto 2.00r [Actual Raw Score

. SiteType | CTBS Level| Grade Level Total] more  -L.0 0 10 19 more | Differences

~ Llomlonilen Lol NN % B4 N % B b N YN 8L %

| / | b ¥ | | ‘
ASchools'vhere | 11 | 30 4 1199 630 8401 55 S0°B1 64032 60 301 8%
typical reading | . | o
achievenent is 1 2 4§ 5019011578 8447 4 21 57 300 40 21,0 46 4.2 -.806
at or above - | | , | o -
\ qrade level, \ 2 2 s 6 |2011568 22101 18 81 6 8.5 37 167 66 29.9 3.5154**
(N =9 schools) . |
Total | , 610 136 59 % 9,5 33 54 170 719141 231172 8.2

X e

'B--Sctsls where | 12 [ 4 5] 400000 41004l 25 D .5 14 35,0 6 1500 .83
typical reading - % o
achievement is .| 2 2 | 5 6 | 29| 269 1045 4 138 8§ 2.6 5172 0 0,00 =503

below grade ‘ | o
level, A -
(N = 2 schools) v K . L
otal - 9229 M3 5 10 8 B3I N5 6 87
69 7 , 10
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TABLE 20 13
PERCENT MASTERS AFTER SKILL INSTRUCTION IN SCHOOLS WITH
TYPICAL READING ACHIEVEMENT AT OR ABOVE GRADE LEVEL

(SITE TYPE A)*

Comprehension Skills - * Number of Number of Percent
Students Masters , Masters
MAIN IDEA STRAND ' a ‘ Ly
Al-Picture topics 290 ' 264 . 91.0 '?éﬁgﬂ
- Bl-Paragraph topics 524 404 77.1
Cl-Paragraph topics 463 . 402 z 86.8
D1-Topic sentences 567 ' ,474 _ 83.6
El-Main idea 282 221 78.4
' Fl-Main idea 1 301 176 " 58.5
Total ' 2427 . 1941 : 80.0
SEQUENCE STRAND s
| A2-First or last event 492 . 348 . 70.7
B2-Before 6r after ' 1095 : 551 50.3
C2-Before or after 657 386 ’ 56.0
D2-Explicit sequence - - 422 355 84.1
. E2-Explicit sequence 601 . 271 45.1
F2-Implicit sequence 1152 - ‘139 91.4
Gl-Implicit sequence 140 . 118 84.37
Total 3559 2168 60.9
REASONING STRAND '
A3-Synthesis 191 162 84.8
A4-Outtomes ' 395 _ 278 70.4
B3-Outcomes _ 937 656 70.0
C3~-Cause-effect 351 . 310 88.3
D3-Making deductions ' 187 172 92.0
E3-Making deductions 228 175 76.7
F3-Complex deductions 402 165 41.0
F4-Inferring from principles 278 198 ' 71.2
G2-Natural deductions ' 35 . 28 80.0
G3-Induction 54 44 8l1.5
Total 3058 ‘ 2188 71.5
. \ B
{continued)
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Table 20 (cont.) . . ' o .

Comprehension Skills g:ﬂg:it:f v ‘;,:::2:;S°f ;::i:::
DETAIL STRAND | | '
B4-Detail ' 558 . 398 ' 78 3
C4-Detail’ ' 238 ’ 204 85.7d
C5-Negatives 398 314 79.0
D4&Clauses . 374 287 76.7
D5~-Passives i 403 312 77.4
E4-Embedded parts . 72 65 190.3
F5-Embedded parts and clauses 42 ‘ 39 92.8
Total 2085 1619 77.6
CONTEXT STRAND |
D6-Context 236 , 214 90.7
E5-Context 386 281 72.8
G4-Context . 56 54 ' 196.4
“ Total 678 549 81.0
AFFIXES STRAND
E6-Prefixes ) ’ 504 - 357 : 70.8
F6-Suffixes 384 ' 309 80.5
|G5-Prefixes _ 120 . 82 " 68.3
' Total 1008 748 74.2
Grand Total 12815 9213 71.9
*N = 7 schools
PO
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e g
- 3 AFTER: 3K _m. ;ns’%nucrmu . yscnooz,
0 xgEg’_mmq’ CHIEVEMEN ADE LEVEL .
SRS (SITENI‘YPE B O “.
o - } _:J';'~»>\ K
C‘,dinpre ensmn Sk:,,lls ,- . %Stu dent%:( ; ‘ ‘:am;;gisof ;::‘::2:
MAIN IDEA s'ﬁmw s‘ R K e oo
- Al-P:Lctu.re toszcs jj;s "‘ ,‘_- 4' <7 48 73.8
Bl- Paragragh toglgs ‘ 3 \ W27 81.8
) Cl;Par;graphnfopiEs‘ 81 72 88.9
Dl-Toptc sentences 112 72 64.3
El-Main idea 100 61 61.0
Fl-Main idea , - - -
Total 391 280 71.6
SEQUENCE STRAND
'A2-First or last event 86 35 . 40.7
B2-Before or after 60 20 i“. 33.3
c2-Before or after 146 82 56.2
D2-Explicit sequence 190 115 61.6
E2-Explicit sequence _ 73 20 27.4
F2-Implicit sequence - - -
G2-Implicit sequence - - -
Total » 555 272 49.0
REASONING STRAND K 2 g
A3-Synthesis 74 43 58.1 Ti
A4-Outcomes 85 a8 56.5 <%
B3-Outcomes 65 37 56.9:
C3-Cause-effect . 128 83 64.8
D3-Making deductions 72 49 68.1
E3-Mak;ﬁé.deductions‘ 75 49 65.3
F3¥Com§lex deductions - _— -
§4-Inferring from prineiples - -— -
G2-Natural deductions - - -
G3-Induction ;:L\ ‘__ -
Total 499 309 61.9

. (continued)
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Table 21 {(cont.) , , ' ) R
) \
- Comprehepsién Skills 2:ﬂg§§tgf ‘ ::22:§S9f 52:2:::
'DETAIL STRAND
. " B4-Detail , 55 51 92.7
C4-petail . 4 o 1s 83 ' ; 72.2
C5-Negatives 101.. 66 _ 65.3
D4-Clauses | ‘ 143 : 67 © 46.8
Ds-fassives o h .109 . . 74 67m9‘
E4-Embedded parts 36 29 80.5
- F5-Embedded parts and clauses - e -
'~ Total 559 370 - ; 66.2
- CONTEXT STRAND _ '
D6-Context ' ) 113 79 69.9
ES-Context - .o 13 4.9
G4-Context - - - J—
Total 144 ‘ 92 63.9
" AFFIXES STRAND | '
E6-Prefixes ' 58 8 ~ 13.8
F6-Suffixes - ) _ - -
G5-Prefixes ’ ) - - | -
Total 58 , 8 - 13.8
Grand Total 2206 1331 60.3
*N =‘1 school
S
N
, <.
, ‘ N
N
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The strands, in descenﬁing order of total percent masters fggﬁthe
site type A schools, were Context (81.0%), Main Idea (80.0), Detail
(77.6), Affixes (74.2), Reasoning (71.5), and Sequence (60. 9). fThe
grand total percent masters across all skills and strands was 71.9%.
Each of .the 36 Level A to G skills had been offered for instruction in
the site -type A schools, while the 25 skills encompassing Levels A to E
had been offered for instruction in the site type B school.. The strands,
in descending order of total percent masters for the site type B school,
were Main Idea (71.6%), Detail (66.2), Context (63.9), Reasoning (61.9),
Sequence. (49.0), and Affixes (13.8). The grand total percent masters
was 60.3%. ) :
| )

©OBJECTIVE -8: SKILL RETENTION

Two kinds of skill retention were assessed for Objective 8: re-
tention from the instructional break-in testing and retention after -
instruction. ﬂTeétlng for break-in retention involved the retesting of
students on skills they had mastered at their initial break-in test
level. Sincé focused instruction on skills already mastered is not
warranted, Yreak-in retention was intended as a measure of retention
without intérvening focused skill instruction. Retention after instruc-
tion, on the other hand, involved the retesting of students on ‘skills
they had not mastered at break-in, but had mastered after rqgeiving

" focused instruction. There was an intermission of almost eight weeks
(56 days) or more between the time mastery had been assessed either at
" break-in or postassessment after instruction, and the Center retesting.
The data for the two kinds of skill retention in terms of number of
students retested and percent retaining mastery are presented by strand’
and skill in Table 22 for the site type A schools and in Table 23 for
the site type B schools. Several factors contributed to the failure to
collect a more comprehensive data set for this objective: (1) the fixed
monitoring visit schedule, (2) percent of students who mastergd specific
skills at break-in, (3) the eight-week time interval needed between )
mastery and retesting, (4) failure of some schools to enter dates on
profile cards when skills were mastered, (5) alternating of Design skill
areas for instruction, and (6) January 1974 startup for the intermediate
. grade levels.

Site Type A Schools

The stgands, in descending order of retention of skills mastered at
break-in, were Main Idea (92.9%), Detail (92.1), Reasoning (°1.1),
Sequence (89.1), and Context (87.5), for a grand total break-in retention
rate of 90.9%. Affix skills were not retested. Students retained. <
‘mastery after instruction for skills in the following strand order:
Detail (93.3%), Main Idea (77.2), Sequence (74.3), Reasoning (71.5), and
Affixes (50.0), for a grand total mastery after instruction retention
rate of 73.0%. Context skills were not retested and there was little
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TABLE 22

 RETENTION OF SKILLS MASTERED AT BREAK-IN AND AFTER
" INSTRUCTION IN SCHOOLS WITH TYPICAL READING ACHIEVEMENT

4

AT OR ABOVE GRADE LEVEL (SITE TYPE A)*

‘,/{

Mastered at Break-in Mastered after Instruction

Number of Percent * Number of
Students Retaining Students

Comprehension Skills

Percent’
Retaining

Total

Number of Percent
Students Retaining

: Retested** Mastery*** Retested** Mastery*** Retested Mastery**+

MAIN IDEA STRAND

v 4
¥

76

Al-Picture topics - - - - - - &
Bl-Paragraph topics 25 100.0 ’ - - 25 < 100.0
Cl-Paragraph topics ~20 90.0 -- - 20 9b.0
D1-Topic sentences 29 100.0 N 85.7 36 97.2
'El-Main -idea 27 96.3 20 70.0 47 85.1
Fl-Main idea 26 76.9 17 82.3 43 79.1

Total 127 92.9 44 77.2 171 88.9
SEQUENCE STRAND .

A2-First or last event 43 93.0 1; 8l1.8 54 90.7 -
- B2-Before or after 9 83.6 "27 i 74.1 76 80.2 -
C2-Before or after 56 83.9 * 32 71.9 88 79.5
D2-Explicit sequence 25 ‘'100.0 16 100.0 41 100.0
E2-Explicit sequence - .- 23 56.5 23 56.5
F2-Implicit sequence 12 100.0 - - 12 100.0
Gl-Implicit séquence - - - - - 4 g

Total 185 89.1 109 74.3 294 83.6

REASONING STRAND = _ % ‘
A3-Synthesis - - 21 100.0
Adglitcomes’ 44 81.8 57 77.2
aa-ou;les 42 ‘ 85.7 67 86.5
c3-cﬁuse-effect‘» 48 -- - 48 95.8
D3-Making deductions 49 - - © 49 97.9
E3-Making deductions 23 21 80.9 44 90.9
Fi-Complex deductions == . =~ == 37 37.8 " 37 37.8
{continued)

—~———
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" Table 22 (cont.)

o

Mastered at Break-in Mastered after Instruction Total
Comprehension Skills ::22::‘22 ;::i::fng,_ g:::::t:f :::2::Eng gg:g::;:t :;:::::nq
: L1 #a%  Retestad®** Mastery*** Retested stary*w#
REASONING (cont.) : . o
F4-Inferring from 23 169.5 -- - 23 69.5
principles _ v
G2-Natural deductions - - - - - -
G3-Induction - - : - - ) -
Total 202 91.1 144 71.5" 46 = 82.9
DETAIL STRAND W .
B4-Detail \ 25 80.0 -- -- 25 80.0
C4-Detail ' -- - - - - -
C5-Negatives  #% 52 . 96.1 -- -- 52 96.1
D4-Clauses 26 917 15 93.3 39 92.3
D5-Passives 25 88.0 -- - ’ 25 88.0
. E4-Embedded parts 27 100.0 .- - B 1) 100.0
F5~-Embedded parts C 12 91.6 - - 12 - 91.6
and clauses :
Total 165 92.1 15 93.3 180 92.2
CONTEXT STRAND ' . ’
D6-Context 25 80.0 -- -- 25 80.0
E5-Context 23 95.6 -- -- .23 95.6
G4~Context T - -- -- - - -
Total 48 _ 87.5 -- - 48 87.5
AFFIXES STRAND '
E6-Prefixes - -- 18 50.0 18 50.0
F6-Suffixes - : . - . - - Ll - .
GS-Prefixaa -- - - | = - -
Total = =- e . 18 50.0 18 50.0

qranQ Total 727 90.9 330 73.0 1057 85.3

¢+ N = 8 schools : ,

#* Thare was an intermission of at least eight weeks between time of break-in
testing or postassessment after instruction testing, and Center retesting.

*e¢ Magtory criterion: 80% . .

7
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TABLE 23 PO

RETENTION OF SKILLS MASTERED AT BREAK-IN ANP AFTER

! INSTRUCTION IN SCHOOLS WITH TYPICAL READING ACHIEVEMENT

BELOW GRADE LEVEL (SITE TYPE B)* ' iﬁf

Mastered at Break-in Mastered after Instruction

Total

comprenension skitls Mmber OF Tercent | Rmber of nermmt e of L
Retested** Mastery*** Retested** Mastery*** Retested Mabtery***
MAIN IDEA STRAND ' L
Al-Pictu;e topics - - - - - ;i-?
Bl-Paragraph topics 41 87.8 24 75.0 65 :63:1
Cl-Paragraph topics 20 . 95.0 . == . - . . 20 éS;b
Dl-Topic sentences -- - "22 77.3 22 77.3
El-Main idea - - - - - -
Fl-Main idea - - - - - -
Totava 61 90,2 46 76.1 107 84.1
SEQUENCE STRAND °
‘A2-First or last event —- - 24 © 62.5 24 62.5
B2-Before or after - - - - - —
C2-Before or after - - 17 29.4 17 29.4
D2-Ex§11cit sequence - - 23 82.6 23 82.6
E2-Explicit sequence - - - - -— -- I
F2-Implicit sequence - - - - - -
Gl-Implicit sequence - - - - - -

) Total - o - 64 60.9 64 60.9 éfw\
REASONING STRAND ' '
A3-Synthesis 27 88.9 - - ﬂ? 88.9
Ad4-Outcomes 27 48.1 - - 27 48.1
B3-Outcomes — -- 28  89.3 28 89.3
Cc3-Cause-effect -- -- 20 70.0 . 20 70.0
D3-Making deductions . - - - - - -

(continued)
P ons
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Table 23 (cont.)

P

>

Mastered at Break-in Mastered after Instruction Total

Comprehenslon Skllls Number of Percent " "Number of Percent Number of FPercent

-Students- - -Retaining Students Retaining-- Students Retaining-- - -

Retested** Mastery*** Retested** Mastery*** Retested Mastery***

REASONING (cont.)

E3-Making deductions - . - ’ - - - _—
F3-Complex dedﬁctions - - o -= B - N - - —_—
F4-Inferring from - : - ‘ - - - ——
principles A
G2-Natural deductions - - . - -- . R -
G3-Induction ' - - - - :L;”' -
Total 54 /68.5 48 81.2 102 74.5
DETAIL STRAND o
B4-Detail | 21 95.2 20 85.0 a1 90.2
C4-Detail - 37 78.4 ! - - 37 78.4
C5-Negatives S - i - ' - - ) - -
D4-Clauses - - - . - - -
D5-Passives . - -- - - - -
;E4¥§ﬁbédded parts - : - _— - - -
fS-Embedded parts - . - © - - - -
and clauses \ .
Total 58 84.5 20 85.0 78" 84.6
CONTEXT STRAND « =N ? g '
D6-Context o-- -- - - - -
ES5-Context -- == —_— - - - -
G4-Context . -- - - : - . — . -
Total - - - - - D aa
AFFIXES STRAND '
E6-Prefixes -- N - ] - - -
F6-Suffixes - - "v - - —-— _—
GS5-Prefixes - -— . - - - -—
Total . -- - - - - -
Grand Total 173 8l.5 178 73.0 351 77.2

* N = 2 schools

** There was an intermission of at least eight weeks between the time of break-in
testing or postassessment after instruction testing, and Center retesting.

*** Mastery criterion: B80%

.
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retesting for the Detail and Affix skills. Across both mastery at .
break-in and mastery .after instruction, the retention rates in descending
order were Detail (92.2%), Main Idea (88. 9), Context (87.5), Sequence '
(83.6) , Reasoning (82.9), and Affixes (50.0), for a grand total reten;ion
_rate of 85.3%. S

The mean number of days between mastery and retesting was 96 ) (the
range was 63 to 146 days) for skills mastered at break-in and 87.1 (the
range was 48 to 165 days) for skills mastered after instruction.

e

Site Type B Schools

The mastery at break-in retention rates by strand for these two
schools were Main Idea (90.2%), Detail (84.5), and Reasoning (68.5), for
a grand total retention rate of 81.5%. ting of Sequence, Context,
and Affix skills mastered at.break-in did WOt occur. Retention rates for
skills mastered after instruction were Detail (85.0%--one skill), Reasoning
(81.2), Main Idea (76.1) and Sequence (60.9), for a grand total retention
rate of 73.0%. There was no retesting for Context and Affix skills.
Across both mastery at break-in and mastery after instruction, the
retention rates in descending order were Detail (84.6%), Main Idea
(84.1), Reasoning (74.5), and Sequence (60.9), for a grand total retention
rate of 77.2%. The mean number of days between mastery and retest
was 68.9 (the range was 68 to 70 days) for skills mastered at break-in
and 77.2 (the range was 63 to 122 days) for skills mastered after inst

tion. -

Main Idea and Detail skills had the best retention rates for both
site type groups. Also, skills mastered at break-in had better retention
rates than did skills mastered after instruction. The mastery after
instruction retention rate for both site type groups was 73.0%. Lo

SUMMARY | ; .

Field test objectives 4 to 8 were concerned with product effective-
ness. Data reported were separated according to reading achievement
level which was typically at or above grade in eight schools (site
type A) and typically below grade level in two schools (site type B).

The evaluation.design for objectives 4 and 5 utilized a cross-
sectional comparison of the performance of learners of the same age/grade
level in the field test sites in different academic years--immediately
prior to installation (Fall 1973, preimplementation group) and near the
end of the first year of implementation (Fall 1974, implementation
group) . Each age/grade level preimplementation group served as the
control for the group of learners at the same age/grade level one year
later.

ObJective 4 pertaineq to comparative performance on the prc*:!t s
program-embedded tests. In the site type A schools, comparisons e
positive for 22, or 79%,-of. the 28 Design objectives assessed.: The raw
- score changes between the preimplementation and implementation groups
‘were statistically significant for 9 of the 22 gains and for 2 of the 6
skills for which there were losses. Six, or $4.5%, of the 11 comparisons

1
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for the primary levels (Grades 1 to' 3) were positive while 16, or 94.1%,
of the 17 comparisons for the intermediate levels (Grades 4 to 6) were
positive. Comparisons favored the implementation groups in the site
type B schools on 22, or 76%, of the 29 skills assessed. Raw score
changes were--statistically-significant-for-9- of-ghe--22- gains -and- for -3 - e
of the 7 losses. Six, or 54.5%, of the 11 primary level raw score
‘change comparisons were positive while 16, or 88.9%, of the 18 inter-
mediate level comparisons were positive. :
* Objective 5 was concerned with comparative performance on
standardized reading aghievement tests. The Listening and Reading
- " subtests from the Cooperative Primary Tests (CPT) and Levels 1 and 2 of’
N the Reading Comprehension subtest:from the Comprehensive Tests of Basic
Skills (CTBS) were used as the program-independent measure for comparing
the implementation group with  the preimplementation group. All of the:

. six standardized test comparisons in the site type A schools favored the

" implementation groups. The raw: score gain for the CPT Reading subtest

administered at Grade 2 was ‘'significant at the .01 level, while gains in

raw score means on the CTBS were achieved at Grades 3 to 6. Grade 4

experienced a grade eguivalent gain of .l and Grade 6 a gain of .5, with

corresponding gains in percentile rank scores of 4 and 7, respectively.

There were no changes. in either grade equivalents or pércentile ranks at

Grades 3 and 5. The raw score gain at Grade 6 was significant at the_
e .05 level.

Implementation groups achieved a higher raw score than preimple-
mentation groups on four of the five comparisons for -objective 5 in the
‘site type B schools. The raw score gains for the CPT subtests were
statistically significant at the .05 level at Grade 2,and at the .0l '
level at Grade 3. For the CTBS administered at Grades 4, 5, and 6, no
change in derived scores occurred at Grade 4, a gain of 5 in percent
rank and .3 in grade equivalent occurred at Grade%S, while‘hrade 6
experienced a loss in both percentile rank (-5) and grade equivalent
(-.3).

Objective 6 involved a longitudinal comparison of students who were
administered the CTBS in both 1973 and 1974 (610 students in the site’
type A schools; 69 students in the site type B schools). Across the
three grade level comparisons (grade level. 3 with 4, 4 with 5, and 5
with 6) for the site type A schools, 5.4% of the students experienced no
change in grade, equivalent scores, 27.9% a gain from a month to 'a year,..
51.3% a gain of 1.1 or better, while 15.4% experienced a loss in yrade -
equivalents In terms of projected versus actual raw score differences,
the gains were greater than would be expected for the grade level 3 with
4 and 5 with 6 comparisons (significance level of .01 for both compar- .
isons). Across the two site type B comparisons (grade level 4 with 5
and 5 with 6), 7.2% of the students experienced no change in grade }
equivalent scores, 33.3% experienced a gain of from a month to & year,
36.2% a gain of 1.1 or better, and 23.2% -experienced a loss in grade
equivalent. For the grade 5 with 6 site type B comparison, there was a
more significant decrease (.05 level) for the: projected versus actual
raw score differences than would be expected over a one-year period. -

Objective 7 was ﬂmvestigated to acquire information from field test
faculti¥es about skill mastery after instruction. Each of the 36 Levels
A to G skills had been offered for instruction in the sit%)type A schools;

<
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across all strands-ind skills, the grand tota} percent masters after
instruction was 71.98. Instruction for the 25 skills encompassing ¢
Levels A .to E had been offered in the one site type B school from which:
data had been received; the grand total percent masters after instruction
for this school was 60.3%. IR o . - L
Retention rates £6r skills mastered at break-in as well as after - .
instruction were computed for objective 8. There was %q/intérmission of
almost eight weeks (56 days) or more betweep, the time mastery had beep....
assessed either at break-in or for postassessment after instruction and’ .-
the Center retesting £6r retention. It - W '
The grand total retention rate for skills mastered at break-in was" -
90.9% for the site type A schbols and 81.5% for the site type W#éschools.

The.mean number of days between mastery and retesting for skills mastered:’

_at-break-in was 96.0 and 68.9 respectively for site types A-and B. The ..
grand total retention rate for skills mastered after instruction was
773.0% -for both site type groups, while ‘the mean number of day# etween
mastery and retesting for skills mastered after instruction yas 87.1 for

~ the sdte type A schools and 77.2 for the site type B schogls. The _
;oyerailﬁretention rate across both mastery at break-in. ahd mastery after
" instruction.yas 85.3% for the site type A schools and 77.2%.for the site ~

type B schools. KT 3 <
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L S * . APPENDIXS .

| STATEMENT OF SKILLS AND OBJECTIVES
FOR THE WISCONSIN DESIGN FOR READING SKILL DEVEMPMENT:
COMPREHENSION 1973-74 SMALL-SCALE FIELD TEST
| A _ |
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* A
st:ﬁement of SRills and ObJectives for: Comprehension*
5

Small-Scale Field Test Edition

LEVEL A

. " <:>** ' . C g
1., Identifies & topic: pictures ) §gﬂfg'§
Objective. ‘The"ghild identifies the topic of a pifture. . I,
2. Determines sequence. first or last event T '. A "

Objective: After hearing a story, the child selects the one of oo
four pictures that depicts the first or last-'event in the story.‘,' S

3. Uses logical,reaeoning

a. Synthesizes information(:)

Objective: The child selects the one picture that
two-event activity described in an oral sentenceu

b. Predicts outcomes(:)

Objective?‘ The child sela

LEVEL B
f_. ‘,-

1. Identifies a topic: paragraphs(:)

Objective: The child identifies the topic of a wtit apral\ -
selection. R ' P K, .

2. Determines sequence: event beforeyer'after(:)f

VObjeetive. After hearing a gtbry, th ildrselechv
three pictures that depicts the event. curring imme
N before_or after another pictured event in the story.u
: o T2 ) :
3. Uses 1ogicpl reasoning. predicts outcomes<:)

. , objective. The child selects the one picture that depicé% the
outcome of a three-event activ1ty described in an oral guﬂﬁnnce.

* Objectives apply to’ the child's conprehension of . ﬁgltten nnte’f;I
Levels C-G. Related prereguisite objectives at Levels A and B’ ﬁaeed 0
on pictures, ord‘!y presented materials, and written materials arer
read aloud to the child (written-oral). : L'. o
** Number in circle refers to skill' numbe An i followi;;ithe skill .- f
number - indicates that assessment must be ividuelly administéred. - /'

L , .
[ .. S . PIE
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LEVEL C
l* Ident1f1es a toplcz paragraph9® . A A -
Ob3ect1ve- P The child J.dentlfles the topxc of a wrﬂ:tf ﬂlectlon.
2. Determines seQuence: event before or after@ ’
Obj-ective.-l After hearing a story, the child seleets 'the one of

three statements that describes the event occurring j,mmedlately

before or after another event described in a. stagment taken
from the story. ‘

3. Uses ,,'log;cal reasonxng: determlnes cause-effect relatlonshlps@

'Objecti've- The child determines” whether the relationshlp
between two statéments is cause-effect.

4. Reads fdr detail : 7 C 0

a. Notes detaJ.l in sentences 1n ‘active voxce@ A . S - -

4 .
Objective: The chj answers- questions a.bout detail found in a
paragraph containind Sentences written in / ctive voice.

’ W b. Interprets negative eentences© . ' R " S
; . . ‘ - Bl . N wp‘}%‘; . 7_4
" Objective: The child deternu.nes whether a restatement of a CORE

&
positive or negative sentence within a paragraph is true or - - ,;-,i ,
false. - F e@;’
. f
N.Fw dentJ.fJ.es iy tOPlC sentence® . ".;";-, e

3«

: 17',, Ob 'qctx;{: .The child fdentifies the topic sentence of a ‘

 ineimigi 2o ' ®
> 2. Déterm%es sequehce: explxcxt relatlonshlps

: Y”‘Oéjectlve~ Given one br ‘two sentences conta:.nlng two or three
v . revents with explicit sequential relationshlps, the Chlld deter-

-mines th%,order of events. .
e NOTE: Explicit sequent:.al relat:.onshlps are identified by
specific cue word‘s (e.qg., next, finally).

'
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3... Reasons %ductively@

o ‘ n
ObJective: Given a major agd minor premise, the child determines ’
whetler a given conclusion s correct. §. ¢_,, .

4. . Reads for’ detail

a. Interprets sentences w1th clauses at the beginning or end@

Objective: The child determines whether a restatement of a
paragraph-embedded sentence .that has an introductory or
terminal subordinate dlause is true or false.

b. Interprets sentences written in the passive voice®

Objective:. The ‘child detzrnunes whether a restatément of
a sentence wrifggen in the pass:.vﬁ or active voice withih a

¥ paragraph is true or false. R S;- : -
5. Uses context clues: unknown words@ T o &
Objective: %; Chlld uses the contextual dev1cea of direct
e _desdcription cause-effect to determine the meaning of an’ e
- nknown word in,a sentence. -
- t,“'r_“ . - \\ . . ‘
‘LEVEL E, -

~2-1.  Identifies a main »idea: . paragraph®

Objective: The child identifies the ma.in idea of a paragraph ’ ;
with po topic sentence. o 2,4

9 ’ .

-2, Detéermines sequence: multiple explicit relationships@

ohjective: Given three, to six sen@ces containing four to

oy ‘six events stated with: -an explicit Sequential relationship,
' the child determines the order of events. .
3. " Reasons deductiveu‘ BRI - o
. Objective- .G&en two or three prenu.ses, either inor oﬁ‘t of
- 9 " oftder, the; ?éld determines whethcer a given conclusion is’
_ corrects, ¢ sy o
. Y . *. - ! Lo SN ’

* 4. Reads for de'tv'ailz»” sentences with one centrally embedded part @
o ) ' (phrase or clause between subject ﬁ verb)

Objective he child determines whether a restatement of a :
. paragraph dded senténce that has one centrally embedded o
part is true or false.




LT . -

SQJ;Uses context clues: ~ unknown words(:) wﬂ'
| e .)J r‘- i

’ Objective- The child uses the contextual devices of direct
description and contrast to determine the: meanxng of an un-

known word in a sentence.

6. Determines:the meaning of ptefixes ' .
Objective: The" child determines the meaning of the prefixes
anti-, dis-, fore-, in-, mid<, mis-, mono-, non-, post-, pre-,
re-, semi-, sub-, super-, and uni-, when used with a known word
in coritext. : o :
- - L4
VEL Eg ’
LEY vc\. .
1. Identifies a main idea: two paragraphs<:)
) { . .
Objective: 'Tgp ch11d identifies the main idea of a passage’

containing two paragraphs, either or hoth of which may have
top1c senten . .

\

2. Determines sequence: implicit relatiouships(:>

Objective: The child determlnea the order of events from
-scrami}ed statements which: tggether make .a story with lmpllclt

!;; B sequent1a1 relatlonshlps. ”E ’ BT

e ,‘ h i 4 S ’ - ¢
S @Q' - NOTE: Implicit. sequent1al relatlohships are identi ied frcm
iy ? . the mean1ng conveyed in’ the passage.'i :

AR
ol T ) G e

)

Object;ve. Given two or three premlses, e1ther in or out of .
. sorder, the child determines whether a given conclusion is
~ . . ¢orrect, 1ncorrect, or 1ndeterminable. _ -

¢ - b. Recognlzes an instance of a prlnciple(:) . h,; Afgi
- Objective: ‘Given a principle, the ¢hild determ;nes whether
spec1f1c events . are 1nstances of that prlnclple.
'4. ‘Reads for detall- sentences with one centra y embed .part and
Foo* an 1ntroductory or termlna #lause ’

3 e

C Objectiqnéi The child determlnes whether afreetatement of a
. " paragraph¥embedded sentence that hag one centrallz‘embedded
. .. part and an- 1ntroductory or termlnaf‘clause is true or false.

. . 88_;.,;'} -'"

n
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. ’ . .

5. Determines the mea.yxing of suffixes@ ‘ o Cu '
Objactive: The child determines the meaning of the.suffixes
-able, -an, -ee, -eer, -en, -@ps, -fy, ~hood,_-ist, ~-itis,
~-less, -let, -or, and -waz-d when' used with a known word in
cpntext.

" LEVEL G

1. Orders events along a time line® .
o - '
' Objective: Given a paragraph with-implicit sequential
relat:ionships, the child places the.events in the correct:
séquence on a' time _line. .

L
2. Uses logical reasonlng ' ¥
e a. Reasons deduc,t:ively@
f S -
object:lve- ‘I‘he child identifies: and solves loglcal
arguments in. context. 5?5»;;*__.‘, ¢ ...;y.
b. Reasons inductlvely@) . ‘;@, S LS R S '
Objectix " The chlld“ infe general pr.;*p_le from a ” ' .
- selecti in which- specific 3ces of in jation - -
' supporting that general pri le are given.. o , ' \
n e -
""?‘fi},,\f"“eUsee context cl_ues- ‘ obscure meanings of familiar words@
g > Objective: The child deterﬁings the obScure ‘meaning of a v
;.; familiar word in- context’ ‘by using the devices:of cause and
R effect, direct: descrlptlon, and contrast:.“, : L _\‘
4. Det:ernujxes the meaning of prefa.xes@'"""‘.‘;”:“f o .
. m o
v e ObJectlve. The child dete ‘hies the meanmg of the prefixes

“ . ante-, counter-, de-, en-, inter-, .i.ntq;a-, mal-, and trans-,
when used wlth a kn uord 1n context.
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"SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN THE WISCONSIN
DESIGN FOR READING SKILL DEVELOPMENT:
COMPREHENSION 1973-74 SMALL-SCALE FIELD TEST
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: : | , : DESIGN
SCHOOL NAME LOCATION SETTING . ORGANIZATION ELEMENTS *
Columbus Elementary Appleton, WI  small city  multiage units . WA**
McKinley Elemnury Appleton, WI = small éi‘ty multiage units WA, SS

C . ’ ‘ . - ’ , ) a . ¢
Locust Lane Elem. Eau Ciaire, WI small city multiage units . WA, SS
0 . - . l ‘.\ . . : o - ° .
Whitney Elementary Green.Bay, WI  small city multiage un':LF‘ts ‘WA
Victor Haen Elem. - Kaukauna, Wl . \gmall city ‘w1thin grade units WA
e Nw .
McFarland Elem. and .. suburban or multiage units. WA, Sss
Conrad Elvehjem ‘fringe =
Middle School ‘ ' . ’

. , ¢ . r R . = 4:/._}:,- __:,.;,.., —rr
Green Bay Avenue . Milwaukee, WI urban © 7 self=twe) i A
Elementary ) . , e classroams _

Philipp Eleméntary Milwaukee, WI  urban self-contained " WA, SS
' o o clae@r.ocms .
Oregon  *° Oregon, WI .. suburb‘ﬁf.;‘;w ' WA, S§
Elementary S - fringe ’ wwith:.n gt'de units: ' -
Middle School _ % multiage units ‘
Fairmount Elem.’ Golden, CO suburbari self-contained WA, 8 -
. = . : classrooms SRR P
* In addition to Comprehensfan at the”‘time of the field test .
T*% WA @ Word Attack, Ss = study Skills "~
P R S,
1 .if [ ¥ : : s
\ .. g *
' . * “ Pl ’ \ ~
N 4 - \ _-‘i;“'
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’ L .
‘ . MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT. v
" S between c " ’ .
‘“The, Wisconsin Research;?and Development Center -for ~CognitiVe’ Learning

" o, .
P3}'1‘1\3 W:.sqonsin Research and queloﬁnent Cenur for Cognitive Learning (Center)
o 'and _‘Q ' (District) agree cooperatively to field
“tast during the 1973-74 academic year 1nstructional materials for the COmpre-

"hension element of “the Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Development.
‘The field test will be conducted in _ ' / '
' . School(s) with all children in their

first through seventh (Gr. K-6) years of school. The Center agrees to supply

¢

all materials required by the Schoal(s).

W S
ST T e

*A. The Center will provide.at no cost to the Diétrict:, -

1. All field tes{ materials }or teachers and students * S,

2. Test scoring service for the break-in te“ing of all participating \
l puplls- ) x : -
)'#
3. Tests associated ‘with th[d gathering of criterion dau.

’. . 4. An inservice program for two representatives-from each school. The
o »- puogrdm will 1) “acquaint them with the field- test materialshand
»  otHer "instructional materials, 2) establish fi 1ld test purposes,
3) prov:.de information regarding implementatif - ‘.i,the Comprehension
g “eYemént dnd 4) provide assistance relative to’ .ns”truc énal methods .
~ . and téchniques. It will jilWolve ohe fyll day.in Fall,M®73, and
. will be conducted at the mutual convenience of School and the
- Center.; Provisions for the inservice time will shared by the
‘Districi and the Center so thay _corfveniently available school time
can be utilized wherever possib /& and wherever it is not possible. o :
the Center will reimburse the ‘represent‘atives for their time. Th'g
| rate of reimbursement will be at the “hourly rate for professional:
e sta,gf establishe# in the District salary ‘schedale. . wsirgi ! 3

~ "Such inateri‘als lafzaprovmed for..the exclusive use of the participating R ,ﬁ“..%@@
| . K- school and may’ be. reproduced. for any purpoae other than field testing '
R ‘j’ at~ that school. > -3 v ot

¢

93 Ll m




‘be considered unsuccessful

’ . 5 *
Consultant serv1ces as required. However, thé schooi%system Bl
should recognize that the purpose of the field test is to
ascertain whether the product ‘can be. used in a system with the
support only of. the local centES; staff. 'If Center consultant .

services are required to any gr§at exteﬂ%, the field test could
is not meant to imply that ‘
we do not wish to know of gaps in the’ existing materials; we
simply wish to indicate that the system is expected to supply
the resources at hand normally provided in support of any
reading program

. Feedback to “school syStems ;egarding the field test results in .

the‘form of a writtén report and oral reports.. Oral reports will
be provided periodically at the mutual convenience of the school

" and the Cente An. oral report will be available- ‘by January, 1975,

i,

5.

-Comprehension is not necessarily additional

3; “oontinuous progress of the child without resy
'"1evel" de51gnations. . A

' c1pat1ng school gathered through the system's testing program.

qu.ha written report to follow by January, 1976.
v v
Distriét w111 ensyre that eaq"partioipating school: \

Implements the Comprehension element adécording to the guidelinei

iestablished in the materials and reviewed in the- inservice pro-

gram.

o ¢

effective 1mp1ementation of the Comprehensfon element

.;proV1des all nom- Design 1nstructionai/mjtj;}als necessary for

13
Makes available at least'oﬂéhhalf-day of staff 1nservice - for
participating teachers. This inservice will be conducted by - .

"the local leaders, who will have participated ip the Center-

led; 1nserv1¢e. New teachers will regeive additional orientation
to the Design in its entirety.

Engages allngligible K-6 pupils and staff in the gart;pipating
school in the program.

Devotes two hours weekly in each)schooi to the te

Comprehension. It is understogd that the tim devo to
3§zriculum time.

The Comprehension skills are pro;ected to be tegrated‘into

existing curriculum areas. Instruction will be based on. ‘the .

to grade or. .. .

S

- 4*”-' -

Provides up to 2 hours of pupil time for the dgathering of
criterion data yearly, provides teachers to administer such tests,
apprises the Center of the local testing program and shares with
the Center any 1ntelligence or achievement data from the parti-.

N

. h : : . ot
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»

4

7. -‘([:oordinates the school system's testing program with the - Center s

testing program.

9. Informg the Center ﬁu advance of school boundary changes
affecting over 10% of the enrollment of a given- schoqu‘so that,

. : { .
8. Pays any. shipping costs for sending tests to the Center for , $
procesaing. - Py .

::qm\‘ ‘ h )

" termination of the test at the a,ffected grade levels can be -

. Join tly cons idered

>

|

C. The term of this: agreement. w:.ll be from the time it is fully executed

T

¢

‘-ﬁr'»{ :
Y

until. June .30, 974. However, the: Center reserves “the right to

William, ;Bush, be;iuty Director
‘WiscofigdiyRegearch: and Development

Centsg Cognitive Learning
Y .
' 3
. - Xz .
: Date R ’ e
L) i - Y
v [y )
) j:"-
&5 o ;
L
R

ough data until December, 1974
e

Ao

Agree to:

, -

‘.

(Signed) |
J - .
i

('ritle)-~

(District)

2
(Date)
g aee |
-
. - -
-
o~ -
o
il
¢
2
»
[V
»
-
b z “a
.. e
LS
: . ¢£ o f h
- ‘
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APPENDIX. D

AGENDA FOR COMPREHENSION

FIELD TEST “INSERVICE -
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T3 .
' P 7 AGENDA, )
f. R " " COMPREHENSION FIELD TEST INSERVICE
! S . o \ |
: T " September 20, 1973

R & D Center, 1025%West. Johnson Street

Lo T © . Conference Area I - Roams 247-253
f;_ ' ' o . ’g : . o :
’,ﬁt Reg;stration‘ana Coffee - ,‘ i
’introddctioné . .. .
éreet%ngg

Skillsif Rationale for Selection

. .
N\

Comprehenision Strands - Sessions I and II-
Session I - T
- Session®™I . ' ' £
(Sessions I and II will run concurrently.
Those in Session I at 10:00 will go to ~
Session II-at 11:00 and vice, versa.)
N ‘ N .

Coffqg Break

v

4 :Cohpfehension Strands - Sessions I aqdhgffreﬁeatéd

- ‘ N SRS Cow,
" g’,’/ .
Luncheon - Union South, Room 211
Address: “"Common Sense in the Teaching

of Reading® S - C

Field Test Expectations .

»

Assessment . ‘ J
Local Inservice Plans

Scheduling for Instruction
Group A '
Group B
Group C ™
Group D AT } . ,
(Groups A-D will run concurrently.)

\

DN

Study Skills Report *(&4

Inservice.Evaluaﬁion/’i

A

9:00-9:10

9:10—9:ﬁ0;
9:30-10:00

-
10:00-10:45

v

N\
10:45-11:00

11:00-11:45

12:00-1:15

1:30-2:00
N

2:00-2:30

© 2:30-2:45

2:45-3:15

3:15-3:45.

‘5;45;4;00'_

)

L

. 3:30-9=00§§',

L -



.+ APPENDIX E-

. " / SECOND VISIT INTERVIEW GUIDE:
PRINCIPAL OR READING SPECIALIST,
AND UNIT LEADER OR TEACHER
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T \ s A . . R .
82 . o : : ' - o
. - ‘.‘/,;_ . P ) / : . -
‘ - ! ' , "/ _
. -Interview Guide;/ o 3 -
- ’1 - ’ - ’
/ - . Comprehensxon Small-Scalé Fleld Test N
t T - * Second Vlsft/ . o S
: q‘a - Prlnc1pa1 or Reading; Spec1allst R
- e S .o , o Jg L T
T .. / - I} ‘ a? . .
LS o R - .
School ' ' o . . Date. &
‘. o [ (2
Interviewee. : - K : - Monitor 7 - ) ’
e - P - P R
Position__ ./ T Coom T
~ . a “
) . , i :

\ INSERVICE
| 1. Did you feel/ that the R & D [Center inservice prov1ded suff1c1ént~'v
s ' 1nformatlou¥5nd materlals out the cOmprehension program to

conduct Yo lecal . inservice?

& . X .
Re PR . . B : R . b . - .
. . . R td

-

o -

(. _,_ ) -

2, If not hol could the Center inservice have neen more helpful?

(Be spec171c ) S
. N ' |
i o -
- y . .
! . . . : ' C - .
- L : -

3. Were thegk weaknesses or problems associated w1th your local
inservicd? . If yes, please specxfy thelr\n?ture; for example, was

N it long enough, complete enough? -

. % g; &
4: 'Have th4 R & D Center requisites for'effeotive implementation, ' .

. . field test objectives, and schedule of field test activities been
i . communlgated to your staﬁf? o °
‘- \ . ’ \
'« {.. ) J. L
i , ) . . . |

: N
5. How mucL tlme~ﬁ§s been or will be preovided Eor keylng local materlal\\\\s

- 7 to the keacher s resource file?
§ B ! y =t Ay S - ) B . i v ?

"o . . W >

- Inservxpe A
1 Coll 0 : T N S ¥ - ' i

. P . ) A i . N . B .
. Other - : -~ : L . . : 5.
. . . e - A N <

6. Has auy specific plan for keying materials been developed? ) ;




;oo : ' _ . ,

' fo T o 83
Prlnc1pal/Read1ng Speg{alxst s ' .
Page 2 :

7. wWho is, or will be, involved in the keying? i

.y

’

s

8. 1s: the Compendium Sampler being utilized by your staff? ; \\
w ' ~,/‘ ‘ ; ’
5, . ’ ]

' SCHOOL READING PROGRAM

9. What is the overall, off1c1a1 time allotment for- readlng in your -
school (minutes per day or minutes per Week)? .

Grade ¥ * .. Grade 3 Grade 5

Grade 2 | ) e Grade 4 i Grade 6

&

i ~10. 1s language arts 1nstructlon 1nc1uded in the tj eallottadto
‘ *readlng, or does 1t have a time block of its own? .

K " N L3
¢ 5

Commenti-
\ c : .
* 11. what instructional areas of the Wisconsin Design are not,included ,
in the reading or language arts time allotment? Fog example, is

time for Word Attack, Comprehenélon, and study Skills added on?

5 Comment: . i L .
M 12, Pféase describe the non-Design aspect ,0f Avour ades 1-6 reading’
program.. Check all that apply and circ e the g e.level(s) to
- which they apply. . L
. ; ! )
School Reading Program . ' - Grade Levels
, a.’ Multitext® L a.1 2 3 45 6
' Publishers , . : .

" b. One basal text (with subplementary.texts) b.1 2 3 4 5 6.

Publisher §
L ? . X . Vo
B c. Basal - linguistic orientation c.l 2 3 4 5 6
y ot ’ _ Publiihergk ' : .

_d. Individualized (text or npntext) . d:1.2 3 4 5 6
o o, ‘ . . ) *.-I '\ . : ,
e. Language experience : : e.1 2 3 4 5 6
. — P ‘ - Lo v
T ‘£.. Other - =~ .~ o f.1 2 3 4 5 ¢

Comment R ¢ \ »




v

Prlnclpal/neadlng sPeciallst

) 4 . . “(.v‘. . s ) . . , v ) ‘ . o ]
«13. * Do you have enough materials to implement the Comprehension program?

How much (dollars) has been spent?

Page 3 - sl : . . o

14.. What have you don¢ about Eea¢hefs_new‘to the Design.this year? L
. . ; . .
e - . ' » ,V , 4
\. ) - ’ ’ . ~ ,: } - " "
" How many_teaéhers are new tq th . staff and atfwhat%grade levels? -
. How many came fram schools already using'thelnesign? S
. T ' .
) . R ~
15. What do you see as the major obstacles to gettlng the fleld test
f‘ﬂ off the ground? . _ ‘ .. o \
“ ! - ) -
' ) 2
F \ .
Q- . o
- . -
A v )
P . o
v .- Pl ,
. . \) . k)
. < A

. \\ x
) | |
3 { \J - 1 o, -
. &
u . . - -
/ -« , s N
.7
. .
4
, : . ‘ V’:
: v t ;



—
. Y
YA ) e ) Second Visit .
» ° _.- . o Unit LEader Or Teaéhef v ! - 4
, v . : . . . . . ;
. .~ %
. - ) I ‘ q f‘ ) - . v“’
'Schopl s . ) pate - C
. “- oo: . s S ‘ TN r -
Interviewee . ) ‘ ) o Monitoy -
: rd 0 e SRR et ettt
- : . S : v
Position ' . _ o ,
[] . e ’ ‘ i
‘ N a‘ ’ 3 ) ‘} .
; * R *
INSERVICE 7 g T R

1. Dld your l6tal Comprehen51on inservyjce prOV1de you with sufficient
. ‘information and preparation time swat klll 9roup inStructlon N
. could have 'begun soon afterward?’ .

o
o

J - oo
2. 1If not, how could the inservice haye pee? ©f Tore nelp to you?
. . \ ¢ v v . .,

e
-

( ) e o - ‘ :
MATERIALS ‘ . -\ : L
3. ‘Check all of the follow1ng statemeqts that are true- '

a., TJ.me for keying loca!l materlals was P*%Bvlded durlng our
local 1nserv1ce. . .

2

] .
b. The Compendium Sampler was an ald in keymg. ' .

[

s c. The R &D Center had alread keYed basals or texts that I use,
... . __d. I key materials as I'm teachmg, orﬁprepanng to teach,
a skill. . _ foe v

L3

e. I don t think that, accurate keyzﬂg C{in be done until 1! ve

T taught and become famlllar with 2 Sklll_ v
[T . . ~ ¥ .
' f. Statement e is’ especlally true gor_the reaszﬁing and detail

N strands. Y

- . g. Keylng is more easily and ccurately done if I first 1ook
K *  over the teacher-dlrected activities for , skill. - .




v

86 a B ) ) ‘:. . " .- ,

- ) ’ ” ‘ . @ ¥ ‘{:’h
. Unit Leader/Teacher (I : . . 4 : ) e ?%2_,
“Page 2 o » - - ;q . ]- ) . e
. * 4\_0 " g ’ ’ -
h h. The Téacher's Planning Guide provides sufficient how-to-» ’
: - do-it information for implementation of the Comprehension.
b program. (If you did not check Yhis item, please use a N
Comment Card and be specific about the TPG's def1c1enc“ies )
\’
i. The Addenda provides an adequatevdescriptlon of the strands. .
. . (- ’ . .
Y . . | ’ ° ’ ‘ ~x 2
- Comments: 4 e .
.7
_
*» .
. N * e, -
’ ’: ’ - 4 l ) ) ! * ] . “ . . 1 . ,

IMPLEMENTATION
. 4. How many dlfferent skill groups are you usually teaching at the);me

‘' ‘time?
5. Who decide‘s which' skills you teacg nex't? S
", 6. On what basis is the dec151on made (e.g., profile card informatlonﬁ“"{_
e e : ¢ =~ . =
>~ ’ . e

7¢: {gs‘the decision based on. your own' homeroom s skill needs, or on the .
basrs“of a larger group of chlldren?

@

. ¢ . > .
8. ‘wWhat usually happens to. the lowest 10% of the readers? ) -

“,  a. special gr8up formed to accommodate them

b. work with hiéher group above their abili’tf level ..

s

£, c. often dor}'t fit and do independent work ' ~
e . .- ] ; g -
' d. have tutoring (one-on-dne) at the a’ppropriate level | ‘
e. work with’ younger chlldren who share therr common skllls
" heeds y . ‘ - ‘
"~ 9. What usually happens to thethighest 10% of the readers?
. a. .special group f'ormed to acccmodaﬁe them . ' \ £ .
: ‘ b. "work w1th lower group below thelr ablllty level < . .
.__c. often don't fit and do-:mdependent work . B : ,)

.d. act as tuto,rs- .

.
.

e. ' -work. w1t;h older children who share their common skill needs

) .

ERIC - | o103 L
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CoL - . - 87 ,
Unit- Leader/Teacher o - . ‘ ‘ L . 4
Page 3 B ] .f . i . . , - . .’
N ‘ o . 't - ‘
& . . .;‘ - 'ﬂ } ‘
.‘\
10. Dpid you select one of ‘the scheduling fo£!§hstruction plans offered
"by-the R & D Center? ~ 3£ wo, which One? . ;
. "’ S, ) ) . ) N ,‘ - ~ “_‘ )
. ) “ - B ,\‘\’
. < R - ' e
: If not, wha? schedule did yQu use? . \35 : 3

11. what skill(s) did yo?-teach during the last skill_qfqup,cycle?

N L ey

To what age children? _ ) s
' 12.. How many days did your skfll group last? , ) .. e
How maﬁ? minutes did it meet-each day? - . . '“;7.

13. Check all of the iollowing_s:~ tements that are trne: ‘J L

. -

P

~a. My skill group was formed by skewering the profile cards.Q:

* ‘- . . . . 1
b. Only nommasters received instruction. .

§ | ' K

c. ,I used the strang;eoncept and taught the same skild at s
- more than one Jlevel. i .

. Comment:’
H ./ v

d. The teacher-directed activities in the teacher's resource
file sufficiently supported instructipn.

s

f\\\e . e.” I had to supplement the TRF. .- - ,

f., My students enjoyed doin; the activitfes from the TRF.
g. The activities in the TRF were too difficult or frustrating
for some of my students. (Be specific with a Comment Card.)

. h. THe skill group should Héve’lasted longer (or been shorter).
. . . - RN S ’
i. I postassesssed after instruction. R
. |
j. I was pleased Wlth the number of students mastering the
skill afterbinstructmon. . .

S

k. T have confidence in the,assessmeht.program.

N
. -
-t . . v

Comn{ents :
D T

- o ' ‘ ‘




Unit Leadgr/Teacher ' e/
Page 4 . v 1
N | L B

. < { L s . . . ,
14. Do you use, or do you think you will US€, the growth charts?
. . .

15. Are the profile cards kept up-to-date?
’ i - \

4 . - - - ¢ - N . 5
.o . . .
i ’ 13
[
—'\\—-\‘ ° . i
' v
. . s
"4 )
' = [
i
e
. y
- . v o
[
- e .
~, -
. ' ,
* o
S
B
[ .
[}
' -
4,
-~ z (
e .
‘.
.,
. P . .
~ .
\
Cd
- /
¢
a0, .
. , -
) ’ 4
1 € -
\
y ) 1
= .
: v S
.\ . i
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~ APPENDIX F.

“Thrgp VISIT: INTERVIEW GUIDE:
PRINcTPAL OR READING SPECIALIST, .
aNp UNIT LEADER oR PEACHER
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- . ¥ ]\* Interview Guige
.. Comprehension Small-Scale Field Test -
. - Third Visit .
3 Principal or Reading Specialist.
. School: . i ‘\\\\
Interyie 5 | R * ~  Monitor | . . .) .
Position : o~ : - .
N A~ . ' U T .
1. Are all classxoom teachers (Grades 1-6) in your building teaching the Design's
_ .
: Comprehension skills? //(///’jf\\ ’ )
- 2. Do kindergarten children receive instruction in word attack skills?
\ ) . : . : ‘.
i Did K teachers start Level A
.9 [ » A'

Comprehenéion this semester? .

. . —————
. -

4 ‘
3. Does your school have 1nstructional aides whgy are involved in teachina?\. .
- . T -

the Comn\éﬁenSLOn skills? - . ) \ ' 1

'A§ what grade.levels? o, "

T

¥

‘!‘_ Which of the following responsxbilities are they usually a551gned with,
o regard to Comprehension skill instruction? -

t 4
'superv1se students involvedlin’independent activities

_assistyteachers in-gkill instruction
_1- , teach ékill groups .- ‘ - S ' .

¢
’ prepare materials’ ‘fQ!%eachers to use e - ' ’ ( '
e & ‘ . < ’ ’ -

key materials for teachers to use

g . . B

g form skill groups (skeﬁer‘éagﬁﬁ, etc.)

adninister tests - .
— - . . J
gscore tests .. °
s - . N . -

. notch.profile cards o : Lo . ; o ..
— 107 e )
Other? ‘s . - PR o ‘ ‘ . -

< ) ~ E— — = . - - -
” (\\y * . . » - A . -



Prxnc1pal/Read1ng Spec1allst _ ' ‘ : ' o
Page 2 . ’ - : v

e . N . ) .

" 4. ,For the field test report we need to know when (month) ComprehenSLOn -
- ," skill 1nstrdbtlon began for: .

-

Grade ] ~ Month

. ) . . N
1, . : 3

g z

r .

o 5."Have'anykteachers changed either their implementation plan or schedule

since they first started? . ’ v

« If yes, please specify the changes, wjed'(month) they ochrrea, at
\ which grade level(s), and the number of teachers inuglved,

\

4

<

\ 6. How would you rate teacher reaction to the Design's comprehension program?
) . - _ : REACTIONS : )
STAFF Negative Lukewarm Positive Enthueiastic
Most
Some L - . L
2

A few

Comments?

108
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. 9% g L T R s
Principal/Reading Specialist e T .y
Page 3 ‘ : v

<t : s ) T, ]

7. What specific recommendations would you give to the Center for revisin§
rehension program? . s - . :

{% . ‘! ’ - : - 0

!
. . ~
AN
g
' ) f
t / i
- vi S
17 R
-
y <. )
s
N ’
P /
l' -
4 l
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PrincipaléReading Specialist

4

Page 4
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Questions 8-13 should be answered only, by those schools that are imple-

" menting Study Skills in addition to wéid Attack and Comprehension.

LY

We are interested in learning about overall Design implementation in‘schools‘
hat are .now implementing three of the elements-~Word Attack, Study skil}s,
and Comprehension. Some schools, for example, have a "skills period" every

~day during which staff members alternate cycles of Word Attack and Compre-

hension, or cycles of Comprehenslon and Study Skills, etc. Some staff gnem-
bers do not form skill groups for study Skills, although they provide
instruction in the Study skills. Questions 8-13 deal with management of

the Design when staff members. are implementing more than one element.’

8.

LV o : ' : . ' i

On the chart below please .check, by grade level, all Design elements
~ for which there are formal skill groups (students are grouped on the
basis of non-mastery, receive instruction, and are postassessed.)

S

GRADE

; o . _ . s
L “'DESIGN ELEMENTS s

’

Study Skills

LEVEL

K

1

Word Attack Comprehension Maps Graphs-Tables Referenoes

‘W -

i -

‘ .

We would like to know more’ about the llnes that you left blank on the
chart in question 8. For' example, did you, leave a line blank because .
no instruction is being offered in that element? Or'did you leave it .
blank because teachers are offering skill instruction in that element,
but not in- formal skill groups?

Please go back to the chart and enter a "1" or a “2“ on the lines that
you left blank.

2

no instruction is being offered

instruction is offered, but not in formal skill groups
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Prlnclpal/Readlng Speclalast ~77’
Page 5

-

+10. . Do any grade levels ‘or unlts alternate cycles of . Sklll lnstructlon in.

Tl

one Design element with another? : : . .

. . : i ’ ~
.

For example: » _ : ‘ -

[

T Alternate cycles of Study»Sk;lls, Word Attack, ‘and’ Comprehenslon
1nstruct1on? : .

1f “yes", at what grade levels? -
. s

Alternate Ccmprehenslon and Study Skﬂis? L

- - R o

]
. -

If "yes", at what‘grade levels?

: PR
4‘.. e ¢ e ('

Alternate Comprehenslon and Word Attack? - L S

: /.t . ',, . ’ \ . .
If "yes", at what grade levels? o oy ! o e
Alternate Word Attack and study Skllls? S ’

If Yyes", at what grade levels?

11. 'Are\any grade levels or units grouping so that‘a student receives skill
instruction every day in Word Attack, Comprehension, and Study Skills?:

¥,
Your school has been involved in the slgn field test s1nce 1970 Staff
members at your school are melementlng more of the Desigg's elements (that
is, Word Attack, Study Skills, and Comprehension) . than most other schools.
They have also been- implementing for a longer’ perlod of  time than most other
schools. In view of your éxperience and understanding: of the program now,
pPlease answer questions 12 and 13 which deal with projections’ about overall -
Design xmplementatlon.

12. 1Is there enough time in a school day to schedule formal skill instruction
in Word Attack, Study Skills, and Comprehension w1thout using alternate
cycles? i . . -

”

13. If you answered "yes" to'questlon 12, is it reasonable to ask teachers
to form skill groups so that®a student is in a Word Attack group, a
Study Skills group, and a Comprehension group regularly (w1thout
alternating cycles)?

a

If "no", what is reasonable to ask teachers to do?




, _ L .'*‘\ Interview Guide

T : Comprehens1on Small-Scale Field 'rest
> o . ; “Third Visit - . ]
Un1t Leader. or Teacher ' Lo, e

’ B
P i .
: , : , .
School . - Date -
) . j 4 ‘ B A - ) ..‘
’ . Interviewee L) : _ ' - Monitor:
- J '

Position,

- P} )
INTERVIEWEE: Please mark your answers. ahead of time to qtmesﬁion 20 (printed
: . on green). You may wish to familiarize yourself ‘with questions

© 1-19 which will be asked during’ the 1nterv1ew. However, it is
< not necessary for you to write in answers to questions 1-19.

. 1 . . )'f ‘
] . . . ™

1. Fradm th.ch of the . following groups ar’é your Comprehension skill groups .
o formed? . , ~ ‘
5\?*":' . o ‘_. 3 ‘ ] . ° .
S the whole grade level ‘ B
' the whole unit \ ' o '
’ my' hox;\eroqln
W : * ') _ ’
‘. my developmental reading groups j/
Other') o
» 2. Who forms the skill groups?
N . L . 3 -
unit staff © ' '
, unit leader C o e
w instructional aide

homeroom teacher

. developmental reading teacher

’

Other? d

3. lere skill groups formed on the basls of information frcl'profile cards :
or charts? : s F “ If not, on what basis

are - they fornied?




: Co ’ . &y : o v .

Unlt Leader/ Teacher - ,/’i
Page 2 . : S : _ . K
N - . ' ’ ! . ' X ' ;//{'2'/
. ~ 2 * / , .
4. What usually ha'ppens to a student when ‘he 1?/already a master of the
. .~ skill(s) you or your unit are teachlng? / . . _ f
. - he does independent ‘work in . .-,/ o v N
" he "is grouped for instruc‘tion. on/; skill‘.he has mastere‘ii A
BN ‘ / -
. {4;/\ he is grouped for instructions ‘on- a Sklll 'he has not mastered , :
. /_5.{5%“:‘ i _with children ?fran another/\mlt or grade level . .
’ "'Other? S . ' //.. ’ ) _ ,'J_ R . s
5. How many Comprehension 571/l9roups_ue- you usSually -teaching?-
one group s - | S
P two groups // ' ’ . : : N . Lt i
N . three groupj/ e
- . Other : ' How many skills are you usuallz ‘teaching-
[ //' ° . . \’ . ' o ‘, d . o
to. each grou $ -/ > ., L ! Sed s

7 7 - - - / -
, e

. 6. How long d,o your Comprehen81on skll,} groups usually last?

f
o . . "\
‘75 days for . f . mlnutes a d?.y i
) i [ . ] . . ‘ ’ N
7. How often do you usually regroup for Qomprehenslon ‘skill J.nstructlon?
. /every two weeks R - K . ' ' v .
) . Y . !
L é every thiee weeks Lo X o I
14 ] . » N - : - ’
every four weeks ‘
& ) o . . - ! -
‘every six weeks - N ' - i #
. \rv-, : ' : . - e : S~ 4 - R s )
ther? = ' - . - s ¥
‘Do you alternate days or weeks of instruction for: .
Do , ' o N : C
Word ‘Attack and Comprehension? . s : ' / . )
Comprehension and basal? - -~ - - - \ e ‘ i
. ! -0 - . . \\' i N
‘Comprehension and something else? - - = V.
. . Other? . . o - ' ' . ~
. . 1Y . . vl “

o113
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urmit Leader/Teacher 5{ ) . | .
- Page 3 - Lo : ' : -

‘9. For any sk:.li, do all the students. in your group(g) receive the same
instruction, or do you subgroup* w:.t.hin a group, using different
materials with the ubgroups? ' D T
‘b . . . ! - N ) ‘ *
- N

. 1
.

] . . N . !‘ . q - . . C

10, Do masters as well as nonmasglers sometimes- receive instruction in a skill? .
. - ) . & .

At what times? - ‘

- B . . ‘ : \'

1. ‘Have" 'you' used the strand concept i‘n"ski‘ll\lnstruction-egivin'(; 'instruc-i
tion in a skill at more than one 7skill level? o

>

~

12, 7 In teach1ng the Desi comprehensz.on/ skills, how mugh do’ you use each
= Design's’
b - of the materials listed below? . i W

\ teacherémade mater:.als

-(games, worksheets, etc.) - _
[y . '3 . T v e

- - -

\

NONE  LITTLE SOME MUCH

activities 'from the Comprehension ) . “
Teacher's Resource Files (TRF) ’ )

bﬁal ‘workbook pages you"li'ke' ,
wo . ¢ f R

commerc:.al materials -that were keyed .

for the TRF by the R & D Center '

,/% - .‘

a2y

4

commercial mater:.als that were .keyed i

for the TRF by your schooﬂ. staff’

Other ‘ ' . ¢
o - ) - : - . . ) ay
13. " Have -you} added materials to folders in the teacher's resoutce files?

b

N

14. Do you test for mastery after 1nstructl.on? ya
, . T

2 ~Which test form do you use? . S Form 1 ‘ Form II

-~

15. Are the c}mbrehension pr%fi_le‘ cdrds. or charts kept up-to-date?

-
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. , . ) . . ‘ | C

Unit Leader/Teacher

Page 3
. '3 ‘4', . ) . "» .' ' »
16. 'Do new students,receive_bréak-in te?ting fox Comprehension? . {
How Soomh are they usually teéted after they' lenrolled? - o

17. Have any students flnlshed a skill level since break-in testing?
K4

Dlg’you use pretestlng strategles with these students to see what skills

i ,
- . > B

they may have acquired at the_next level? 7

If ygs, howy did tﬁe pretesting stzategies work?

'

- {e- Who takes responslblllty for follgw

4

dh¢ progress? e

'y

19.



>

4. To effectlvely teach comprehension

’

SO R s y -.v. o . ' \

c. Mastery of the object;veé,in,the/-
Main Idea strand is essential for

readlng comprehens1on. . , N

skills, a .basal reader program is
needed along w1th the W1scon i

De51gn. .
' ) | & RN .
e. Mastery of the. objectives it the ’\\& .
Affixes strand is essential Qgr : e
\readlng comprehen51on.\V , R ngggb
N ‘ - ‘ s
£: Mastery of the obJectlves in the : .
Reasoning strand is-essential for b
eading comprehension.
) . 2 \\ , . N ———
9. ing’informal assessment (teacher .
judgment or observation) is as ef- e
fective -as formal assesgment (tests) .
for Judglng Sklll mastery. E L —
h. Spendlng extra time to teach the :
Design's comprehension, sl_ci.lls is-
worthwhile. . ;' e —
imw The tests (Forms 1 and II) measure__ *
-* - the comprehension ‘behavioral
objectlves. _ © ———
j. The wisconsin'Design alone is an ~
effective program for teachlng
ccmprehen51on skllis.r ] v ‘ —_—
¥ .
v B

“

Unit Leader /Teacherx , o : v v
_Page 5 ' L LN !
o | N
/.
20. -~ Please rate how you feel about stateme‘tg“a’P‘
' S P ' CoT
A . ’ Strongly
S A | .
a,~ The Wisconsin Design hafdidentified .
skills that students need for - . .
readingcomprehension. —_—
oA ’ - Y. 4 8
b. Students do not need instruction-in .
comprehension skills they've . .
already mastered. _J v —

A

\

99 -

Strongly

P%E_e_e_ 9—5% Neutral Agree Agree

-
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L PR Y . !
' Unit Leader/Teacher .
‘Page 6 . T e
. -
,I" :. . s ') . L ] -
§ 1 , R - S
. . ' Sf_zongly ‘ i . ' Strongly

agree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree.
k. Mastery of the objectives in the '

" Context strand is essential for ' o . . - .
reading &omprehension. L

/ 1. The Wisconsin Design eriables me-
.- to, teach comprehension skills
/ - ® . better than any other program
I ve used ) - i.

m. ;Mastery of the objectives in ¢ D ' S 7 -
the Sequence strand is essentlal L . ‘ s
for reading camprehension. . - - ‘

°

n. Students can apply the cGmpre- : ‘ : -
< hénsion skills they've mastered. Co S

| 0. Mastery of the objectives in the
L Detail strand is ess’ent:n.al for
' ) read:l.ng canprehens:l.on.

p. Teachers should help students
- g apply the comprehens:.on skllls o
‘ they have mastered. . . : ' TR
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CAPPENDIX 6 .

- " FOURTH VISIT INTERVIEW GUIDE:
_ PRINCIPAL OR READING SPECIALIST,
/ -~ | AND UNIT LEADER OR TEACHER

;' B
’ . v
¥y . .
. s
-
a
bl
‘
-~
v
-
v
3 ﬁ'
2 -
-
Jo )
™~
1
3
/
]
-
.-/.
i <
‘ -
« N
’ o
v
< - -
-
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5 ) N N s .
School » - (/ ‘ .

Interviewee )' R

- interview Guide .
- \ 2
‘o 1973-74 Comprehension Small-scale Fielg Test

R *. pourth Visit '

Principal or Readlng 59601allst ,

: e
,/ ’ )
A .
- -

Position :
‘ — -4’s ‘
1. Do you have any new Staff members this year? / ' o L,
. ' o ' ' ! S e
nO ) . s . : < / R
. . ‘// ' \
: ‘ 4 * 8 e _
, a.” At what grade levelé? _________;;___~;_;
b. wWhat kind of 1nserv1ce dig they recelve? ‘
. P - '
e, s
‘™ .
2S. Has there been aanstaff reorganizatijon this year»> For example,

3M.

[§

(a) Teachers'a551gned to a dlfferent grade level this year
(b) Units reorganized (multiunit s¢ho©l)

“ . .

IH‘

(c) Different unit leaders (multiunit School)
~_(d) other : =

B

if any of ‘a-d are true, explain the changeS: .

No staff igo;ganization

H

Durlng the last year were commercial materlals 0rdere& spec1f1cally for
use with the Design's Comprehension program?

Yes ' _f - "
No

L 119
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N

v __No. Who' (grade .]evels OF Unitg) and When dg they Pdan to start?

| . ’ , \/\ o H
. B - s -t
. . .

N ’ / .. . : .
Pr1nc1pal/Read1ng Spec1a115t ‘ "- SO . ’ 103 i ’
. Page 2~ . .o ' . § \
¢ . - —~—
v . $ -

~ w"

5M. During the summer, or gince- SChOOl has started, was or has any spe
time-been set aside for keylng Or preparation of teacher-made materlals
fo e ComprehenSLOn prog : _ o

Nof spec1f1c tlme not set a81de- key1ng. etc. is Ongylng.
\

I

Yes, spec1f1c tlme set aSlde (Explaln' Funded Summer prOJect? N
~Summer inservice tlme? Fal)l 1nserv1ce tlme?) . L T

6I. Has Design Comprehengion skil instruction already started at ail grade
levels or in all units (multlun t schools)? o
" : ' A N
Yes . »_» ) \ ) . . ) s

———— «
- . 4'.

How long aftér school haS Started do teachers usually wa1t before’
beginning Design skl.ll mstructlon? -

-

5

. . —
- . &

-

- . ’ .
. . . . 0
- < ﬁ!‘__.—__’—-'—".\._T_L———\ -
. . . N 3 . .

g * ’
71. ,you know whether any teachers Or’ ynits have altered last Yegk s
stratégy regarding tﬁé implementatjon qf Comprehen51on? ] ,
‘ "Don t know T - ]
, All'teacheté Or‘units imPlémenting the same as last year . -

. o

. Some teachers or’ unlts lmplementlng dlfferently frcm last year

{ ‘
For whom dlﬁferent (what grade .levelf OF units) and how d;fferent
~ (changes in: ski]] grouPS-Compositioh and number of days they ..
S » meet; time block taught,-tlme spent each day, etc.).

™~ - .
V_\\ = -
. —_—
“__‘—’—\_ ) S
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l . e a. h S
Principal/Reading Specialist - .  * . . " N
Page 3° ) Lo T ' -
. K , ) N ) .

81. How.did this year s grade level 1l children "preak-ln" for the 31gn s
' Ccmprehensxon program? S :

’ ‘ o : . A S
(a) Don't know L — P .
____(b) They're mot in the program yet ..
____Ac) They received break-in testing in September ~v.,' KO \*i“
A They started the program in kindergarten. ’ {
i ] ’ :
. - (1) admlnlstered booklets "for break-ln, recelved 1nstructxon,

postassessed
(2) ‘no pretest’ (break-ln), all qgcelved 1nstructlon, all
pogtasseSSed W

N A k3) no’ pretest (break-ln), all recelv;a\lnstructlon, no
Y o - posttest : B ~. .
= ' Other (include any variations in abQve categories)
- - L _ _": ! B o :
: ‘ g -~f$ - | ;\ —
\‘:.v “s_? - .
e
"4
N
- ‘ e
- ¢ - K
Ry
, . \ ‘
\ ( ¢ -
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- Interview Guide

L
F
e , 1973—74 comprehension'Bmall-Scale Field Test
' ”;Td’ o . Fourth Visit
' ' Unit Leader or Teacher
o L L

School - . IR i . Date,

Interviewee~ 7 .~ > . . Interviewer
) Positibn L : . . -

FCI = " . o

NOTEs If interv1ewee teaches grade level l ox is involved withrgr level 1
students, ask question 8 from Principal/Reading Specialist ‘I rview
Guide. _ ? o7

¢¢‘fl, Can you briefly review how you were implementing the Design's Camprehension
: program last year? (how often, regroup; how many weeks did skill groupings
‘last; how many minutes groups met each day;. did you "alternate cycles;"
groups formed within homeroam or unit, across humerocms, taught in ’
isolation or’ in reading group, etc.)

2I. Are you continuing with last year -] impI/agntation plan, or “have you
altered it?

£

s

B

4

(a) Continuing with last year' ?’pla;i . S
Have you started Comprehension skill instruction?

Approximately when (week of school) diga you start?

(b) Altered last year's implementation plan

' what are you doing differently?

< 4 L
What caused you to change?b
3
Have you started Comprehension skill instruction? -
N P ] ’
Approximately when (week of school) -did you start? . e

@(Tp;? 'pnh, - 122
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. A . o , ) .\ . » )
.Unit Leader/Teacher - . _ A
Page 2 _ o § ' E . /,

- r

3I. Have you noticed whether any students have experlenced Sklll loss or
,sklll gain  (Comprehension skills) over the summer?

.

Haven‘t really noticed or lookgd for 1t_ ‘ .

v

2

Looked. How did you check for it?

What did you find? . skill loss . Skill gain

s For “any skills in particular? o : :i!t . -

l If sk111 1oqp, what d1d you do about it?
. Ty \‘

. ‘ ' : T
T o ' . .

4T. 'How have you placed this Fall's new students into fhe Ccmpfehension
' .program?. : ' E '

H

(a) New students receiving skill lnstruction, no pretesting or

battery testing planned i; . .
‘7 ;

‘ (b) Break-ln testing via pretestlng strategles. How was level to
’ il admlnlster rmined?- . » .

| ——
P)

PR R

(c) Break-in testing via battery. How was level to administer
determined? B “

Y —_—

Other:. : : ' i

5. How do you feel about continuing with the Desigg's Camprehension program -
(negative, lukewaxm, positive, enthusiastic)?

Are you exberienc}ng any particular problems?

123
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COMPREHENSION COMMENT CARD -

A
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4
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. -
e e e T S
Ccmpiehension
‘ ) ! . —\
S L ~ Comment Card B

Name . y ' A L o

School

Material affected (be ‘specific, e.g., include pége number, level, skill
" number) . S , ' S ' '

Quéstion/Problem, ' Zj' | o o .‘ S

¢
e

Do you have any recamenc__lationé?

© Success
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S APPENDIX I -
POSTASSESSMENT FOLLOWING
" INSERUCTION FORM I

N

ot L

109

ik




oo IR e
f llé. o L o
; : Nowa This: quustlonnalrc 'should be filled qnt throughout this school year
; by each: teacher who is participating in the Comprehension ‘small-gcale" field -, -

'f ‘tes Return of this questxonnaire to the R & D Center will be requested
‘| in Mhy,_l974. e / .
o I < , _ |
‘| { r, .
E _. ‘- . - ' . - ‘.‘ s .
i o " COMPREHENSION SMALL-SCALE FIELD TEST - o
J o o
AT -~ School : : -
. , : . (£il11 in school name)
P E . SN P 1
B‘- ‘ . . ’ . V
' pirections: Use a different line for each sk111 that you teach and postassess.
Enter -the information requested under each column. heading.
' POSTASSESSMENT FOLLOWING INSTRUCTION . o
Do . S
L{ o
Date Number“inL 1 . Result
Assessed . skill group’ , Masters .Q?nmasters
10-26-73 .20 - 16 -4
! I
1~ - ‘ —

-12%7
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